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MEMORANDUM 


At its session of 1893 the General Assembly of North Carolina passed an act 
(chapter 379) separating the office of Attorney-General and Supreme Court 
Reporter, at the same time conferring upon the Court the power to appoint its 


Reporter. The Court, on 8 March, 1893, appointed Ropert T. Gray, Esq., of 


Raleigh, N. C. 
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IN THE 


SU PREME COURT 


NORTH CAROLINA 


AT RALEIGH > 
FEBRUARY TERM, 1893 


"JESSE R. STARNES v. R. R. ‘HILL. 


“Contingent and Vested Remainders—Shelley’ $ Case, 


1. A limitation to M. J. P, for wae during the term of her’ natural life, and 
_in the event that R. O. P, shall outlive her, then to him for and during the 
term of his natural life, and after the termination of the said life estates 
then ‘to. the heirs of R. 0. P.:. Held, that R. O. P. takes a contingent 
remainder, and that until the happening of the contingency the rule in 
Shelley’ S case cannot operate so as to vest in him an indefeasible fee. 


2. That, should R. oO. Pp. ‘fail to. survive M. af P., his heirs will take as. pur- 
chasers, no estate having vested in their ancestor, the word “heirs” being 
~ deser iptio personarum, 


3. The rule in | Shelley’ 8 case has not heen abolished be section 5, eee 43, 
Rev. Code ; The Code, 1829, now C. 8. 1739. - 


Action for specific performance, tried at September Term, 1892, of 
Buncomse, upon a case agreed, before Bynum, J. 

The deed from William A. Holland and wife, the construction 
of which is the subject of this controversy, is as follows: (3 ) 


This pidenGane made this 2 April, 1875, between William A. Holland 
and wife, Mira McD. Holland, of the county of Buncombe, and State of 
North Carolina, of the first part, and Cc. A. Moore, trustee, of the second 
part, witnesseth : . 

That, whereas, on 1 a) uly, 1874, the said William A. Holland anid wife, 
Mira McD. Holland, bargained and sold to R. O. Patterson for and in 
consideration of one ead dollars ($1,000) to them in hand paid on 
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said last-named day, the lot hereinafter described, and by writing under 
their hands and seals agreed to convey to the said R. O. Patterson by 
good and sufficient deed the same; and, whereas, the purchase-money has 
been paid in full, and the said R. O. Patterson has directed that the deed 
be made to C. A. Moore, the party of the second part, for said lot for 
the uses and trusts and purposes hereinafter mentioned: 

Now, therefore, in consideration of the premises and the further con- 
sideration of the sum of one dollar to said parties of the first part, in 
hand paid by the said party of the second part, the said parties of the 
first, part do hereby give, grant, bargain, sell and convey, and by these 
presents have bargained, sold and conveyed unto the said party of the 
second part, and his heirs forever, a certain lot in the town of Asheville, 
ete. (Here follows the description, ) 

To have and to hold to the said party of the second part and his heirs 
forever. In special trust and confidence, however, that the said C. A. 
Moore and his heirs will hold the same to the use of Madara J. Patterson 
for and during the time of her natural life, and in the event that the 
said R. O. Patterson shall outlive his said wife, Madara J., that the said 

C. A. Moore and his heirs will then hold the same to the use of 
( 4 ) said R. O. Patterson for and during the term of his natural life; 

and after the termination of the said life estates that the said 
C. A. Moore and his heirs will then hold the same to the use of the heirs 
of the said R. O. Patterson, and them and their heirs forever. 

And the said William A. Holland and wife, Mira McD. Holland, for 
themselves and their heirs, do hereby covenant to and with the said 
C. A. Moore and his heirs that they are seized in fee simple of the said 
premises, and that they have right and full power to convey the same, 
and that the same is free from all encumbrances; and they do further 
covenant for themselves and for their heirs, to and with the said C. A. 
Moore and his heirs, that they will warrant and defend the title to the 
said premises against the lawful claims of all persons whomsoever. 

In witness whereof, the said parties of the first part and C. A. Moore, 
trustee, as aforesaid, have hereunto set their hands and seals, the day 
and date above written. 


Wo. A. Horranp. [ SEAL. | 
Mira McD. Houranp.  [s2at. | 
C. A. Moors. [ SEAL. | 


On 21 March, 1878, the above-described land was conveyed for a val- 
uable consideration by C. A. Moore, trustee, and said Robert O. Patter- 
son and wife, Madara J., to one F. E. A. Roberts in fee. 

It further appears that the plaintiff thereafter purchased the 
( 5 ) said land of the said Roberts, and on 16 October, 1891, entered 
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into a contract with the defendant whereby the defendant contracted to 
purchase the same of the plaintiff for the sum of $20,000, executing his 
note to plaintiff for said sum, payable on 18 November, 1891. | 

This action is brought by the plaintiff to compel specific performance 
of the contract, and the defendant resists the same on the ground that 
the plaintiff is unable to execute to him a title in fee to the premises, 
alleging in his answer “that the title to the land acquired by the plaintiff, 
and offered by the plaintiff to this defendant, is materially defective and 
imperfect, and that the plaintiff, on account of said defects, has no vale 
title whatsoever to said land, and cannot specifically perform his agree- 
ment to convey to this defendant said lot of land by a good, perfect and 
valid title, and that therefore the defendant ought not, in equity and 
good conscience, to be compelled to specifically perform his contract to 
purchase the land and to pay said note for $20,000 executed for the pur- 
chase-money thereof.” 

The plaintiff in his reply alleged that the whole of the purchase- 
money expressed in the deed to C. A. Moore was paid by said R. O. 
Patterson. His Honor rendered judgment against the defendant, and 
decreed that he specifically perform the contract, and from this judg- 
ment the defendant appealed. | 


W. W. Jones for plaintiff. 
Gudger & Martin for defendant. 


SuepuerpD, C. J. It is well settled that “in limitations of a ( 6 ) 
trust, elther of a real or personal estate, . . . the construc- 
tion of limitations ought to be made according to the construction of 
limitations of a legal estate unless the intent of the testator or author 
of the trust plainly appears to the contrary.” Fearne Cont. Rem., 125. 

As there is nothing in the deed from W. A. Holland and wife to C. A. 
Moore, trustee, from which we are at liberty to infer an intention that 
the terms therein employed were to be understood in any other than 
their technical sense, it must follow, in accordance with the foregoing 
principle, that the lmitations under consideration must be determined 
by the rules of the common law applicable to limitations of a strictly 
legal character. Under the provisions of the deed the said C. A. Moore 
was seized in fee to the use of Madara J. Patterson during her natural 
life, and wn the event that R. O. Patterson should outlive the said 
Madara, his wife, then to the said R. O. Patterson for and during the 
term of his natural life, and after the determination of the said life- 
estates then “to the use of the heirs of said R. O. Patterson, and them 
and their heirs forever.” The deed under which the plaintiff claims 
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purports to convey a fee simple, and was executed by the said trustee 
and Madara J. and R..O. Patterson, all of whom, together with several 
children of the said Patterson and Tite, are now living. 

We are called upon to define the interests of the various parties under 
the said limitations, and more especially to determine whether the 
parties to the deed just mentioned could convey an indefeasible fee in 
the premises. It is insisted by the plaintiff that R. O. Patterson took 
a, vested remainder for life, and-that, as the limitation over was to his 
heirs, he was, under the rule in Shelley’s case, seized of an absolute estate 
in fee simple. On the other hand, it is argued by the defendant that the 

life estate of the said Patterson was contingent upon the event 
( 7 ) of his surviving his wife, and that until the happening of such 

event no interest vested in him which, under the said rule of law, 
_ could unite with the inheritance so as to destroy the remainder limited 
- to his heirs, who would take as purchasers if he failed to survive his 
said wife. 

In support of the plaintiff's contention we are referred to the principle 
laid down. by Mr. Fearne (supra, 217) in a passage which has often 
been quoted in text-books and judicial opinions, but seldom accompanied 
with the explanation of the learned author in its immediate connection. 
Ib., 216, 217. The language is as follows: “The present capacity of 
taking effect in possession, if the possession were to become vacant, and 
not the certainty that the possession will become vacant before the estate 
limited in remainder determines, universally distinguishes a vested re- 
mainder from one that is contingent.” It is urged that, inasmuch as the | 
death of Madara J. is an event which must happen, and as R. O. Patter- 
son is a person in esse, the latter would have the capacity of taking the 
possession should the preceding estate of the said Madara J. be pres- 
ently determined by her death, and therefore, under the foregoing rule, 
his estate would be a vested remainder. The fallacy of the argument 
may be found in the failure to observe that at common law the par- 
ticular estate may be determined during the lifetime of its tenant (as 
by forfeiture or surrender, Fearne, supra, 217; Tiedeman Real Prop., 
401; 4 Kent Com., 254), in which case it is entirely clear that the re- 
mainder to R. O. Patterson would be defeated, because the event upon 
the happening of which his interest. was to vest, to wit, the survival of 
his wife, would not have transpired during the continuance of the par- 
ticular estate (Fearne, 217; 2 Minor Inst., 170, 171), and it is common 
learning that the contingency must happen during the continuance of 
. the particular estate or eo instant: it determines. 2 Bik. Com., 
8 ) 168. 

If it be eranted for the purposes of this aseament that no 
merger or surrender can have the effect of destroying the particular 
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estate in this instance, and if it be said that under the modern system 
of tenures such estate may no longer be forfeited as in feudal times, the 
answer is that the rule which distinguishes a vested from a contingent 
remainder has for centuries been a rule of property of the common law, 
and “to disregard rules of interpretation sanctioned by a succession of 
ages and by the decisions of the most enlightened judges, under pretense 
that the reason of the rule no longer exists, or that the rule itself is 
unreasonable, would not only prostrate the great landmarks of property 
but would introduce a latitude of construction boundless in its range and 
pernicious in its consequences.” 4 Kent Com., 231. “We have many 
laws, the origin of which cannot at this distant period be traced at all; 
yet justly should we laugh at the man urging that as an argument 
against the present validity of such laws; and surely a law for which 
no reason at all now appears has no more original ground in the present 
state of things than a law whose origin may be traced up to a circum- 
stance which does not now exist.” Fearne, supra, 87. 

In Perrin v. Blake (1-W. Bi., 672, and note 1; 4 Burrows, 2579), 
Judge Blackstone remarked: “There is hardly an ancient rule of prop- 
erty but what had in it more or less of feudal tincture,” and, after 
instancing several, he observes that “whatever their parentage was they 
are now adopted by the common law of England, incorporated into its 
body and so interwoven into its policy that no court of justice in this 
kingdom had either the power or (he trusted) the inclination to dis- 
turb them.” | 

In view of the fact that, except where changed by statute, the rule of 
the common law which we have been discussing is generally recognized 
and acted upon in all its rigor, regardless of the fact that some 
of its reasons no longer exist, there can be no serious doubt of ( 9 ) 
the entire applicability of the language of the distinguished jur- 
ists from whom we have quoted. It may be observed in this connection 
that waste is still recognized by the laws of this State as a ground of 
forfeiture. The Code, sec. 624; Sherrill v. Connor, 107 N. C., 630. 

We return to the rule as laid down by Fearne. This may be illus- 
trated by a limitation to A for life, and then to B for life. Now, here 
B may die before A, in which event he would never actually enjoy the | 
possession; but during his life he has “a fixed right of future enjoy- 
ment” (4 Kent Com., 203) which, upon the determination of A’s estate, 
whether by death or otherwise, entitles him to the immediate possession 
irrespective of the concurrence of any collateral contingency, and his 
remainder is therefore vested. In other words, the term “vested re- 
mainder” imports ex vi termini “a present title” in the remainderman., — 
So that if the limitation in the above illustration had been to B and his 
heirs, the latter would have taken although B had died before A. In 
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Gray on Perpetuities, 63, the learned author thus distinguished a vested 
from a contingent remainder: “A remainder is vested in A when 
throughout its continuance A, or A and his heirs, have the right to the 
immediate possession, whenever and however the preceding estates de- 
termine; or, in other words, a remainder is vested if, so long as it lasts, 
the only obstacle to the right of immediate possession by the remainder- 
man is the existence of the preceding estates; or again, a remainder is 
vested if it is subject to no condition precedent save the determination 
of the preceding estates.” Fearne, 217; 1 Cruise Real Prop., 211; Tiede- 
man Real Prop., 401; 2 Washburn Real Prop., 595. | 
(10) In accordance with these principles 2 Blackstone, 171, puts 
a case “on all fours” with the one before us, and declares the 
limitations to be a contingent remainder. “A remainder (he remarks) 
may also be contingent where the person to whom it is limited is fixed 
and certain but the event upon which it is to take effect is vague and un- 
certain, as where land is given to A for life, and in case B survives him 
then with the remainder to B in fee; here B is a certain person, but 
the remainder to him is a contingent remainder, depending upon a 
dubious event—the uncertainty of his surviving A. During the joint 
lives of A and B it is contingent, and if B dies first it can never vest 
in his heirs, but 1s forever gone. But if A dies first the remainder to B 
becomes vested.” 1 Cruise, supra, 205; Boone Real Prop., 174; Bam- 
forth v. Bamforth, 123 Mass., 282. 

It is true that the law favors the vesting of estates, and in many in- 
stances the courts have construed limitations to be conditions subsequent 
instead of conditions precedent. Thus, “on a devise to A for life, re- 
mainder to his:children; but 1f any child dies in the lifetime of A, his 
share to go to those who survive; the share of each child is said to be 
vested subject to be divested by its death. But on a devise to A for life, 
remainder to such of his children as survive him, the remainder is con- 
tingent.” Gray, supra, 108. “The distinction,” says the same author, 
“is that if the conditional element is incorporated into the description of 
the gift to the remainderman, then the remainder is contingent; but if 
after the words giving a vested interest, a clause is added divesting it, 
the remainder is vested.” Several of the authorities cited by counsel fall 
within the latter branch of the proposition and clearly have no bearing 
upon this case, as no ingenuity is equal to the task of construing the 
present limitation as one vesting a present interest subject to be divested 
upon a condition subsequent. It is plain that if it vests at all, it must 

remain vested. The cases cited from our Reports do not in the 
(11) least impinge upon the principle we have stated. In McNeely v. 
McNeely, 82 N. C., 183, a testator, “after devising to his wife 
for life, gave all the lands ‘that I have to my son Billy, at the death of 
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his mother, by him seeing to her,’ ” the Court held that the words “by 
him seeing to her” were not operative as a condition precedent, but was 
the mere expression of a wish that he should take care of his mother. 
It was therefore properly held to be a vested remainder. In Brinson v. 
Wharton, 43 N. C., 80, the decision was influenced entirely by the con- 
struction of the will. It was declared that the testator intended to give 
the property to his wife during her life and then to his children, to be 
equally divided between them, with a proviso that, if his wife should 
marry, her particular estate in the whole should determine and she’ 
would be entitled to a child’s part. Under this construction, 1t was, of 
course, held that the children took a present interest to be enjoyed in the 
future, that is, after the determination of the estate given to the wife, 
subject only to the contingency of letting in the wife as to one share of 
the ‘particular estate determined by her marriage. “This contingency 
(says the Court) not having happened is out of the case, and it is the 
ordinary one of a gift to a widow for hfe, and then to the children to 
be equally divided.” We are unable to see how this case is authority 
for the position that a remainder limited upon a precedent condition can 
be vested until such a condition is fulfilled. In Rives v. Frizzle, 43 
N. C., 237, the Court simply decided that the words “after” or “upon” 
the death of a person “do not make a contingency, but merely denote 
the commencement of a remainder in point of enjoyment.” There could 
hardly be found in the language words which more aptly express a con- 
tingency than those used in the present case. In Elwood v. Plummer, 
78 N. C., 392, the land devised in trust for “two of the testator’s 
daughters during their natural lifetime, to be equally divided, ( 12 ) 
and after the death of either, in trust in part for her three grand- 
children until the death of the other daughter, at which time said plan- 
tation is to be equally divided between said three grandchildren, of whom 
R. A. Plummer was one.” The Court said that “both the object of the 
gift and the event of its full enjoyment are certain, which makes a vested 
remainder.’ Here there was no condition precedent to the vesting of 
the remainder, and there was a present capacity to take effect upon the 
determination, in whatever manner, of the life estates. We cannot see 
how any of these decisions are in point. Neither do we find anything 
in the other cases, to which we have been referred, that can be regarded 
as authority against so well settled a principle of the common law as 
that which we have stated. 

In Crozall v. Sherard, 5 Wall., 288, cited for plaintiff, it was said that 
“where an estate is granted to one for life, and to such of his children 
as should be living after his death, a present right to future possession 
vests at once in such as are living, subject to open and let in after-born 
children, and to be divested as to those who shall die without issue.” 
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Similar decisions were made by the Supreme Courts of Alabama and 
Illinois, and all of them have been severely criticized by eminent au- 
thority. Mr. Gray (supra, 107, note 2) suggests that in these cases “an 
expression of opinion upon the point in question was not really necessary 
to a decision upon the merits. At any rate (he remarks) it would seem 
that these decisions, as well as those in Indiana and New York present 
an exceptional view of the common-law conception of a remainder in 
other jurisdictions.” While the cases are not directly in point, it may 
‘be well to add that their reasoning seems to be identical with the New 
York decisions, based upon statutory definitions and in reliance upon 
Chancellor Kent's statement that the statutory definition ex- 
(13) pressed the common-law notion of a vested remainder. Mr. Gray 
(supra) further remarks that it is doubtful whether such legis- 
lation was intended to change the common law; but he says “the Courts 
have decided, and it would seem correctly, that it has done:so.” This 
latter view seems to be the correct one (Moore v. Littell, 41 N. Y., 66), 
and therefore destroys the force of decisions based upon or influenced 
by such statutory definitions, and practically leaves nothing which seri- 
ously conflicts with the eal pHnOS which we aa enun- 
ciated. 
- We are therefore of the opinion aunt R. O. Bytieren took ce a con- 
tingent remainder, and that until the happening of the contingency, the 
rule in Shelley's case could not operate so as to defeat the contingent 
remainders of his heirs as purchasers. Granting, however, that the limi- 
tation could possibly be construed to vest in him a present interest so as 
to put in operation the rule in Shelley's case, still he would take but a 
defeasible estate, as under all of the authorities his failure to survive his 
wife would operate (if we can venture to use the expression in reference 
to such a limitation) as a condition subsequent, by which his estate 
would be divested in favor of the said heirs. So, treating the limitation 
either way, the plaintiff has not acquired such an absolute estate in fee 
ag is necessary to enable him to comply with the terms.of the contract 
which he seeks to enforce against the defendant. | | 

Jt may further be observed that the position that the waa in 
the deed of the life tenant can defeat the remainder of the said heirs 
by way of rebutter, is wholly untenable. The Code, sec. . 1334; Moore v. 
Parker, 84 N.C,, 128. |. 

We will now endeavor to ascertain the interests a the parties i in 
the event that R. O. Patterson should survive his wife, and, while under 
the view we have taken, we might abstain from doing so, yet, as the 
answer denies the plaintiff has any “valid title whatever to the land,” 

and the parties may be left somewhat at sea in respect to their 
(14) rights under the limitations in the deed, and’a construction at this 
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time may avoid future litigation, we have concluded to proceed further 
in the discussion and pass upon the remaining questions presented in 
the record. We are all the more inclined to pursue this course because 
it Involves the consideration of a question -which was thoroughly argued 
by counsel, and the determination of which is of serious interest to the 
profession. 

The question’is whether ane rule in Shelley’s case still obtains in 
North Carolina. It is insisted that this ancient. rule was abolished in 
1854 by section 5, chapter 43, Rev. Code, which provision was brought 
forward and now constitutes section 1329 Code of 1883.* As the existence 
of the rule has for many years been unquestionably recognized in North 
Carolina as one of the “ligaments of property” (the only doubt upon the 
subject having been suggested by decta of comparatively recent date), 
and under it many titles have vested and been transferred, the question 
now presented is one of very great importance and demands the most 
serious consideration of the Court. Before attempting a construction of 
the provision referred to, it may be well to maké some general observa- 
tions upon the probable origin and policy of the rule in order to ascer- 
tain, if we can, whether it be in accord with the general current of en- 
lightened inrisprudence: in modern times and more especially with the 
policy of our own laws. It is believed that such an inquiry may lend us 
valuable aid in our efforts to discharge the delicate and responsible duty 
of interpreting the legislative will. 

The rule under consideration takes its name from an early case de- 
cided in the reign of Queen Elizabeth (Shelley's case, 1 Rep., 94), 
though it was at that time considered as an ancient dogma of 
common law and. has been traced by Justice Blackstone to a ease ( 15 ): 
decided in the reign of Edward II. The earliest intelligible deci- 
sion upon the subject, however, is to. be found in the case of the Provost 
of Beverly, in the time of Edward ITI, and reported 1 in the Year Books, 
in which the rule is substantially declared as in Shelley’s case. Various 
theories have been suggested as furnishing a reason for the rule in the 
first instance, some authors with much plausibility tracing it to the 
same pr ineiple which applied originally to “heirs” when used in a con- 
veyance. “It was at first understood that, in case of such a limitation, 
the estate was in fact to go to the heirs of the grantee named; that 
though he had a right to enjoy it during life, he had no right to cut off 
the descent by alienation, and that when, therefore, the word ‘heirs’ in 
the progress of estates came to be regarded as a mere term of limitation, 
giving the grantee a complete ownership with an unrestricted right of 
alienation, it was not easy to distinguish between a case where the limita- 
. tion was to one and his heirs, and that where it was to him for life, and 
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after his death to his heirs, the effect at common law being the same in 
both forms of limitation.” 2 Wash. Real Prop., 647; Williams Real 
Prop., 254. 

Nor does it seem that this result worked any particular hardship to 
the heir, as in those days ready money was extremely scarce and the 
alienation of lands assumed the form of perpetual leases, granted in con- 
sideration of certain services or rents reserved to the grantor and his 
heirs, and, as such services or rents descended to the heir, it was not so 
preat a disadvantage to him as at first might be supposed. Willams 
Real Prop., 39. 

It is not to be doubted that this construction was aided and greatly 
strengthened by other considerations such as the prevention of frauds 

upon feudal lords and specially creditors (2 Fearne, ch. 12, sec. 
(16) 3), the prevention of the inheritance from being, as was sup- 

posed, in abeyance (Justice Blackstone’s argument in Perrin v. 
Blake, 1 Ex. Chamber, 4 Burr., 2579), and to preserve the marked dis- 
tinction between title by descent and purchase. Hargrave Law Tracts. 
“But whatever may have been the grounds of the rule in its origin, an- 
other reason subsequently existed as an inducement to the preservation 
of the rule from legislative abolition and judicial discouragement, after 
the feudal reason had ceased with the feudal system itself, and that sub- 
sequent reason 1s the desire to facilitate alienation by vesting the inher1- 
tance in the ancestor, instead of allowing it to remain in abeyance until 
his decease.” 2 Fearne, sec. 421. 

In Perrin v. Blake, supra, Justice Blackstone said: “Another founda- 
tion of the rule probably was laid in a principle diametrically 
opposite to the genius of -feudal institutions, namely, a desire to facili- 
tate the alienation of land, and to throw it into the track of commerce 
one generation sooner by vesting the inheritance in the ancestor.” See, 
also, Rawles’ Note, Williams Real Prop., 253. 

In Polk v. Farris, 30 Am. Deé., 400, Reese, J., in a very able opinion 
in vindication of the rule, uses this language: “It is a rule or canon 
of property, which, so far from being at war with the genius of our insti- 
tutions or with the liberal and commercial spirit of the age, which alike 
abhor the locking up and rendering inalienable real estate and other 
property, seems to be in perfect harmony with both. It is owing, per- 
haps, to this circumstance that the rule, a gothic column, found among 
the remains of feudality, has been preserved in all its strength to aid in 
sustaining the fabric of the modern social system.” In Hillman v. Baus- 
laugh, 53 Am. Dec., 474, the distinguished Chief Justice Gibson says: 

“Though of feudal origin, it is not a relic of barbarism, or a 
(17) part of the rubbish of the dark ages. . . . It has other than 
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feudal objects, to wit, the unfettering of estates, by vesting the inherit- 
ance in the ancestor and making it alienable a generation sooner than 
it otherwise would be.” 

That this result accords most thoroughly with the general tendency of 
juridical evolution is apparent from the progress of the law and the 
gradual falling away of entails and other restraints on alienation from 
the times of Henry I to the present. It seems clear that in a highly 
complex state of society, with greatly diversified industries and immense 
commercial activities, 1t would be desirable to remove every clog on the 
free and easy alienability of all kinds of property, and that such has 
been the spirit of the legislation in this State 1s manifest from a perusal 
of the various statutes enacted upon the subject. 

We are not unaware of the fact that in some of the States the rule 
has been partially, if not wholly, abolished. Such legislation was prob- 
ably influenced by the presumed lack of conformity with the supposed 
intention of the grantor or testator; but to this it has been answered that 
“when a case arises fulfilling the requirements for the application of the 
rule, it is not against the intention of the testator. It is only applicable 
when the intention of the testator has been discovered by the ordinary 
canons of descent.” 2 Fearne, sec. 434. “The rule is not a means to 
discover the wntention of the grantor or testator, but, supposing the 
intention ascertained, the rule controls it, so far as it is repugnant to the 
policy of the law, giving effect to the general and legal, rather than the 
more particular and prescribed, intent. The party making such a lmi- 
tation has in his mind two purposes, which are legally in conflict. One is 
to give the ancestor only a life estate; the other, to limit the land to his 
heirs collectively, and in indefinite succession. These two intents cannot 
stand together without more or less of general mischief to the 
public welfare, and the rule prevails simply to subordinate the ( 18 ) 
particular and apparently less important design of limiting the 
ancestor’s interest to a life estate, to the more comprehensive, and prob- 
ably the preferred, purpose of transmitting the inheritance in the man- 
ner indicated.” 2 Minor Inst., 395, cited with approval in Leathers v., 
Gray, 96 N. C., 548. 

As the Courts are astute in discovering the intention from the con- 
text of the conveyance and readily give effect to every word from which 
such intention can reasonably and legitimately be inferred, it does not 
often occur that the application of the rule has the effect of subverting 
the real intention of the grantor or testator. But granting that it does, 
it is urged with great force that particular instances of hardship can 
better be endured than the uncertainty and confusion of titles resulting 
from sudden and radical changes in well-settled rules of property. In 
reference to this very question, Chancellor Kent remarks that “it is a 


45 


IN THE SUPREME COURT | (112 
STARNES Vv. HILL 


question for experience to decide whether the attainable advantages sug- 
gested by a change in the law will overbalance the inconvenience of in- 
creasing fetters upon alienation and shaking confidence in the law by 
such an entire and complete renunciation of a settled rule of property 
memorable for its antiquity and for patient cultivation and discipline 
which it has received.” 4 Com., 2383. “Certain established: maxims as 
to the legal import and effect of technical expressions will render the 
decisions of title to property as little dependent as the nature of things 
will admit upon the occasional opinion, humor, ingenuity or caprice of 
the judge, and are therefore the most proper and sure grounds for titles 
to rest and depend upon. Titles so founded may be easily and clearly 
ascertained, and under them a permanent peaceful enjoyment may be 
expected. ” 1 Fearne, 171. 
(19) ° It may be further observed that the rule in Shelley’s case is 
by no means the only principle of law which may thwart the in- 
tention of the grantor or testator in the interest of public policy; as for 
instance, the intention cannot change the rule against perpetuities, nor 
impose a general restraint upon alienation. If the views of the eminent 
jurists and authors from whom we have so liberally quoted be sound, 
there is certainly no reason for looking upon the rule with disfavor, but, 
on the contrary, it is highly useful, and should be jealously guarded and 
preserved. 

But whatever may be the better policy (and ee it 1s not our province 
to determine), its great antiquity and general prevalence, as well as its 
earnest endorsement by so many great lawyers of the-present as of past 
centuries, should alone be sufficient to entitle it to a fair and patient 
hearing when the question of its abolition arises upon the construction 
of a statute which, for the particular purpose for which it 1s now in- 
voked, must be regarded as obscurely worded and sufficiently ambiguous 
to admit of an entirely different application. 

This “ancient landmark of the law” was, we alive on a celebrated 
oceasion, shown but slight respect by so great a judge as Lord Mansfield, 
but the controversy which immediately sprang up between his Lordship 
and Mr. Fearne did not, it is said, result to the advantage of the former, 
and the rule was more firmly settled than ever in the punenruence of 
England. See Campbell’s Life of Mansfield. 

We will now attempt a construction of the act in question: 

“Any limitation by deed, will, or other writing, to the heirs of a living 
person, shall be construed to be to the children of such person, unless 
a contrary intention appears by the deed or the will.” Rev. Code, ch. 
43, sec. 5; The Code, sec. 1329. | 

The word “limitation” has two well-known and distinct. meanings: in 
the one, the primary meaning, it signifies a marking out the bounds or 
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limits of the estate created; in the other, it signifies simply the ( 20 ) 
creation of an estate (2 Fearne, sec. 24), and it is evidently used 

in the secondary sense in the above act. It will appear hereafter that 
its framers had a very definite purpose in view, and it seems that, in | 
effectuating this purpose, they endeavored to avoid any interference with 
the rule in Shelley’s case. This must be apparent, because the rule has 
nothing whatever to do with limitations to the heirs of a person unless 
there 1s a precedent limitation of a freehold estate to that person, and 
yet the act does not make the slightest reference to this essential ele- 
ment of the said rule. It is impossible to suppose that the gentlemen 
who prepared the Revised Code and incorporated this section should 
have been Inattentive to this defect if it had been their purpose to abro- 
gate the rule. Their abilities and learning need no eulogy from us; they 
are a part of the heritage of the legal profession of this State of which 
we may be justly proud. And this is a point which may be very strongly 
insisted upon, that if these commissioners had intended to abolish the 
rule they could have done it and would have done it in such a manner 
as to leave no doubt upon the subject. That there is a doubt is the most 
powerful reason for sustaining the rule. Acts abridging the common law 
must be strictly construed (1 Kent Com., 464), “for it is not to be pre- 
sumed that the Legislature intended to make any innovation of the 
common law further than the case absolutely required. The law rather 
infers that the act did not intend to make any alteration other than 
what is specified and besides what has been plainly pronounced, for if 
the parliament had had that design it is naturally said they would have 
expressed 1t.” Potter’s Dwarris, 185; Brown v. Berry, 3 Dall. 365; 
Shaw v. R. R., 101 U. S., 557. 

That very important omission, to which we have adverted, is ( 21 ) 
rendered still more significant when it is considered that in all | 
of the statutes abolishing the rule, which we have been able to examine, 
there 1s an express reference to the precedent life estate given in the 
same conveyance in which there is a limitation to the heirs of the life 
tenant. This will strikingly appear from an examination of the statutes, 
of which we give the following as illustrations: 

The Virginia Code (1850) enacts that “When any estate, real or per- 
sonal, is given by deed or will to any person for his life-and after his 
death to his heirs, or to the heirs of his body, the conveyance shall be 
construed to vest an estate for life only in such person, and a remainder 
in fee simple in his heirs, or the heirs of his body.” 

In New York it is provided that “When a remainder shall be limited 
to the heirs or heirs of the body of a person to whom a life estate in 
the same premises shall be given, the persons who, on the termination 
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of the life estate, shall be the heirs or heirs of the body of such tenant 
for life, shall be entitled to take as purchasers by virtue of the remainder 
so limited to them.” 4 Kent, 232. | 

In Maine, New Hampshire and several other States in which the 
rule has been abolished, the statutes, while differing in phraseology, all 
contain provisions substantially similar to those we have reproduced. 

_ Another argument against the construction contended for is, that in a 
large number of cases arising under the rule, perhaps the majority, the 
words of the act can have no operation. As an illustration of our mean- 
ing take the case of a limitation to A for life, and after his death to his 
heirs. A never has any children, and consequently there are no heirs (of 
that sort) to be construed into children. It is plain that the case must 
be left as at common law; that is, A will take a fee. In other words, the 

rule in Shelley’s case 1s appucatle to every case where an estate 
(22) is limited to one for life, with a remainder to the heirs of the 

first taker, whether the tenant for life has children or not; but the 
act, by its very terms, can only extend to those cases, if to any, in which 
the first taker has children. The alleged abrogation, therefore, is by no 
means coextensive with the rule, as is the effect of the statutes to which 
we have referred. These statutes are framed so as to prevent any en- 
largement of the life estate even if there be no children, and to confer 
a remainder upon such persons as shall, in any sense, be the heirs of the 
life tenant. Can it be inferred that such profound lawyers as our Code 
commissioners would attempt to abolish such a well-known and firmly 
established principle of the common law by an act the words of which 
they knew ‘could reach only a few of the great number of cases under 
the rule, especially when the words can find a much more direct and 
natural interpretation, as we will presently attempt to show? 

The inapplicability, however, of the words of the act to the rule under 
consideration seems to us to be placed beyond question by the fact that 
they are equally applicable to ordinary limitations in fee simple; and 
we do not suppose that any one will seriously contend that the act abol- 
ished fee simple estates generally. If an estate to A for life, remainder 
to the heirs of A, he having living children, is converted into an estate 
for hfe in A, with a vested remainder in his children, by the words of 
an act which says that “in every limitation to the heirs of a living per- 
son the word heirs shall be construed to mean children,” why, may it 
be asked, does not the same act convert an estate to A and his heirs, he 
having living children, into an estate in common in A and his children?» 
Certainly a limitation to A and his children, he having living children, 
will create a tenancy in common in A and his children, and surely the 
commissioners did not intend any such startling result. 
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Courts will restrain the literal meaning of a statute if its words -( 23 ) 
would extend to cases not intended by the Legislature. “Scire 
leges non hoc est verba earum tenere sed vim ac potestatem, and the 
reason and the intention of.the lawgiver will control the strict letter of 
the law, when the latter would lead to a palpable injustice, contradic- 
tion and absurdity.” 1 Kent Com., 462; Potter’s Dwarris, 209, note; 
Brewer v. Blaugh, 14 Peters, 178; Lieber Hermeneutics, 45. 

And here it may not he inappropriate to say that it seems to be the 
opinion of many of the ablest law-writers that the act does not neces- 
sarily abolish the rule. Thus Mr, Washburn, in the fourth edition of 
his work on Real Property (Vol. 2, 607), undertakes to give a list of 
the States with reference to the acts which have abolished the rule, and 
he does not include North Carolina, although he was familiar with our 
act, as is shown by a reference to section 3, chapter 43, of the Revised 
Code. The same observation applies to Mr. Rawle, the learned editor 
of Williams on Real Property. He also gives a list of the States which 
have abolished the rule, without including North Carolina. The same 
may be said of Mr. Freeman, the very able'and discriminating editor of 
the American Decisions, in a note to 30 Am. Dec., 415, and also of the 
editors of Jarman on Wills and Lawson R. & R. | 
_ We will now attempt to give our construction of the act. It seems to 
us that its main object (and its phraseology nicely adapts 1t to the pur- 
pose) was to convert a contingent into a vested remainder under certain 
circumstances. For instance, an estate to A for life, remainder to the 
heirs of B, B living and having children. Now, at common law, this 
created a contingent remainder in the heirs of B, for nemo est heres 
viventis, and if A died before B the heirs or children of B took nothing. 
Under the act in question the children of B would take a vested remain- 
der, and upon the death of A would get the estate whether B was 
living or not. And it is singular that the only case which we ( 24), 
have been able to find in our reports in which the Court has ad- 
judged the act.to be applicable was similar to this. In Smith v. Brisson, 
90 N. C., 284, the limitation was as follows: “To Rowland Mercer and 
the heirs of his body, and if the said Rowland Mercer should have. no 
heirs, the said land shall go to the heirs of my son, James A. Mercer.” 
Rowland Mercer died without ever: having had children. James A. 
- Mercer was living at the date of the deed and had children at that time, 
and the Court held that the act (The Code, sec. 1829) applied, and con- 
strued the deed as if the limitation over had read, “the said land shall 
go to the children of my son, James A. Mercer.” It seems also to have 
been the purpose'of the act to sustain a direct conveyance to the heirs 
of a living person. As there can be no heirs during the life of the an- 
cestor, such a conveyance at common law would have been void unless 
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there was something in the deed which indicated “that by ‘the heirs’ 
was meant the children of the person named.” 8 Washburn Real Prop., 
282. The act in question provides that in such a case the word “heirs” 
shall be construed to mean “children,” and the limitation therefore 
would be good. 

Our construction that the act does not affect the rule in Shelley's case 
finds strong support from its position in the Revised Code, which we are 
at liberty to consider under the mixim noscitur a sociis. Indeed, the 
whole structure of chapter 43 seems to have for its prime object the 
greater alienability of estates than existed at common law: 

Section 1 converts fee tails into fee simple estates, and uses no ambig- 
nous terms. 

Section 2 converts joint tenancy into tenancy in common. 

Section 3 makes certain contingent limitations vest much sooner than 
at common law; and then comes section 5, the provisions of which we 

have under consideration. | 
(25) This object was further advanced by the act of 1879 (The 

Code, sec. 1280) providing that ‘all. conveyances shall be con- 
strued to be in fee simple unless otherwise plainly expressed,” showing 
plainly the legislative policy. The construction insisted upon by the 
defendant would, it seems, run counter to the general trend of our policy 
which favors the early vesting of estates (Hilliard v. Kearney, 45 N. C., 
221), and it would also place the act entirely out of harmony with its 
environment. 

We do not regard it as serving any useful purpose to refer to the 
queries thrown out in various cases, extending from King v. Utley, 85 
N. C., 59, to the present time, because the point did not arise and the 
question is expressly reserved in all of them. It is often remarked that 
great legislative changes in the law are usually preceded by some decision 
of the courts of a novel or striking character, calculated to arrest public 
attention, and we have made such investigation as we could with a view 
of discovering such a case as would probably cause the passage of the 
act. In this we have not been particularly successful. Certainly we 
find nothing which indicates that courts, lawyers or laymen were dis- 
satisfied with Shelley’s case, or that the question was particularly inter- 
esting at that time. We do find a case or two in which the Court ap- 
plied the rule, but there is nothing unusual to distinguish them from the 
thousands of similar cases decided within the last four or five hundred 
years. It is possible, however, that the act grew out of the discussion 
arising upon the much litigated case of Ward v. Stone, 17 N. C., 509, 
which came several times before the Court and which seems to have 
established the proposition that in a legacy to the “heirs” of a person, 
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which person the will itself recognizes as living, the word “heirs” (26 ) 
is to be construed “children.” While supported by authority, it 
seems rather arbitrary that the construction of the word “heirs” in 
a will should depend upon whether the will recognizes the ancestor 
as living, and not upon the fact of his being alive. It is not un- 
reasonable to suppose that the discussion in this case may have influ- 
enced the action of the commissioners; but, however this may be, we 
are entirely satisfied from the language used that it was not their pur- 
pose to work so great a change in the law governing the limitations of 
property. 

The importance of the question involving, as it probably does, the 
validity of the titles to a large amount of real estate, has induced us to 
discuss the subject at a somewhat unusual length, and we are glad that 
our conception of the law is in harmony with the views so long enter- 
tained and acted upon by the profession. 

The rule in Shelley’s case being still in force in North Carolina, its 
application to the present case will be as follows: If R. O. Patterson 
should survive his wife he will take a vested equitable freehold estate 
and, as the limitations apply to interests of the same quality and the 
trusts are not executory (Hearne, 51, 55, 90; 2 Thos. Coke Lit., 145), 
the inheritance will, under said rule, unite with the said estate, and he 
will then be seized of an indefeasible equitable estate in fee simple: 
This estate will inure to the benefit of the plaintiff by way of feeding 
the estoppel worked by the covenants of warranty in the deed of the said 
R. O. Patterson. Bell v. Adams, 81 N. C., 118; Southerland v. Stout, 
68 N. C., 446; Fortescue v. Satterthwaite, 23 N. C., 566; 7 A. & E., 
9, 10, notes. 

Until the contingency happens, the “heirs” of R. O. Patterson have a 
contingent remainder in fee, expectant upon the determination of the 
life estate of Madara J., she surviving her said husband. In this event 
they will take, not under said Patterson, but as purchasers, the word 
“heirs” being descriptio personarum only. 

We thing his Honor was correct in holding that the rule in ( 27 ) 
. Shelley’s case had not been abolished, but for the reasons given 
we think he erred in holding that the defendant was compelled to accept 
the title offered by the plaintiff. 

Error. REVERSED. 


NoTE.—It may not be improper to say that since the preparation of this 
opinicn the writer has been assured by ea-Justice Rodman, the distinguished 
survivor of those connected with the supervision and publication of the 
Revised Code, that it was not the purpose of the Commission to abolish the 
rule in Shelley's case, 
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OCTAVIUS TAYLOR, Execuror or B. W. BRITT, v. L. H. TAYLOR. 


Abandonment of Contract—Landlord and Tenant—Evidence. 


1. While a vendee may, by. parol agreement with the vendor in consideration 


of the rescission of the contract of purchase, become the latter’s tenant 


without surrendering possession of the land, yet, in order to avoid the con- 


tract upon this ground, the vendor or those claiming under him must show 
an unconditional surrender by the vendee of his rights, and the acts or 
conduct relied upon as evidence of abandonment must be positive, un- 
equivocal and inconsistent with the contract of purchase. 


2. Where occupant of land is a vendee or mortgagor in default, although he 


may for some purposes be considered a tenant at will, he is not a lessee 
whose crop, under the provisions of section 1754 of The Code, is vested in 
the landlord. | 


3. It is the province, if not the duty, of the nisi prius judge to instruct the 


jury upon the testimony what acts constitute a renunciation of the con- 
tract, and it is error for him to leave to them to determine whether the 
contract still subsists without giving a definition of what amounts to 
abandonment. © 7 : 


4, Where the vendee refused to surrender the vendor’s bond for title, and 


his notes given for the purchase money. remained in the possession of the 
vendor or ohe claiming under him, proof that the vendee had at various 
times agreed to pay rent was ‘not, of itself, evidence to show abandon- 
ment, and it was error in the judge to submit the question of abandon- 
ment to the jury upon such testimony. 


(28) Apprat at April Term, 1892, of GREENE, from Winston; J. 
In this action the ancillary remedy of claim and delivery was. 
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resorted to for the purpose of enforcing an alleged lien for rent and ad- 
vances for agricultural purposes. The plaintiff’s testator Britt died 
15 September, 1891. The crop of that year was seized by the plaintiff 
executor to satisfy a claim of $125 (note) and $160 (advances made by 


the testator). In 1889 plaintifi’s testator had contracted to convey to 


defendant the land on which the crop seized was raised in 1891, and 
had executed and delivered a bond for title, which defendant still holds 
and offered on the trial to show that he was a vendee, not a tenant, and 
that the proceeding could not be maintained against him. It was ad- 
mitted also that plaintiff held and claimed as devisee of the land under 
the testator’s will five notes, executed for the purchase-money by the 
defendant to Britt, each for ‘the sum of $400, the first aus 1 January, 
1891, and the last 1 January, 1894. 

The main question Involved was whether the eins offered to show 
abandonment was sufficient to go to the jury for that purpose. The 
following testimony was admitted in the face of the objection of the de- 
fendant to any evidence tending to show a renting oF the Se in con- 
troversy known as the Mewborn place: : 

The plaintiff, Octavius Taylor, testified as ‘ibes: “IT am Britt’s 
executor, and took possession of his property. Defendant lived on the 
land in controversy and raised the crops sued for on said land in, 1891. 
I demanded the rents and an account for advances made him by Britt 
to make said crop: Supplies, $160; rents, $125. Defendant said 
the rent was $160, but it fell to $125. Defendant told me that ( 29 ) 
the rent for 1891 was $125, the value of the crop in controversy 
about $200—two bales of cotton, 1,600 pounds of seed cotton, four stacks 
of fodder, one hundred and eighty bushels cotton seed, twenty-five barrels 
_of corn. Defendant has left and abandoned the premises this year; he 
‘since then come to me to rent the land for this year (1892), but I would 
not rent to him.” (The above evidence was excepted to by defendant.) 

Cross-examined: “Defendant told me in 1891 he could not pay for 
the land; I think this was after the death of Britt. I found defendant’s 
notes for the purchase-money for the land among Britt’s papers when I 
qualified as executor, and have seen the contract of purchase in defend- 
ant’s possession. Defendant gave Britt a mortgage in 1891 on a mule, 
and paid the mortgage ; this was for the purchase of the mule. Britt 
devised the land in controversy to his sister (wife of Whitted), and I 
turned over the notes of the defendant for the purchase-money to her.” 

Thomas Moye testified for the plaintiff as follows: “I lived on Britt’s 
land and heard defendant and Britt talking, in the spring of 1891, and 
the defendant was grumbling about rent. Britt said $125 was the 
least he would take if he would clear two acres of land; defendant agreed 
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to clear two acres. This conversation took place at Britt’s store.” (The 
defendant’s objection to this evidence was overruled, and he excepted.) 

Upon cross-examination this witness stated that he did not hear the 
defendant agree to give $125 as rent. 

The plaintiff was recalled, and testified that there were no credits on 

the notes, which were for $400 each. | 
(30)  Whitted, the brother-in-law of Britt, says: “My wife is now 

in possession of the land.” In order to show abandonment the 
court permitted this witness to say that the defendant came to rent the 
land of his wife for 1892. (Defendant’s objection was overruled, and he 
excepted.) “I told him I would tent to him if he would cancel the 
contract of purchase. I offered to give up the notes if he would cancel 
the contract. My wife holds the notes yet against the defendant, and we 

would like to have our money for them.” 

The plaintiff rested, and the defendant offered the written contract 
of purchase and the bond for title in evidence, and offered no other 
testimony. The other material facts are stated in the opinion. The 
defendant appealed. 


George Rountree for. plaintiff. 
George M. Lindsay for defendant. 


Avery, J. A vendee may, by parol agreement with the vendor in con- 
sideration of rescinding the contract of purchase, become the tenant 
of the latter as to the land without surrendering possession, provided no 
rights have supervened that would be defeated by such rescission. ley 
v. Jordan, 75 N. C., 180; 12 A. &. E., 268, note 5; Wood on Landlord 
and Tenant, page 14, note 8; Durant v. Taylor, 89 N. C., 351. But in 
order to avoid the contract upon this ground the vendor, or those claim- 
ing under him, must show an unconditional surrender by the vendee of 
his rights (Riley v. Jordan, supra), and acts or conduct relied upon as 
evidence of abandonment must be “positive, unequivocal and incon- 
sistent with the contract.” Faw v. Whittington, 72 N. C., 321; Hol- 
den v. Purifoy, 108 N. C.,-163. Where as in the case at bar the vendee 
enters under a bond for title and has executed notes for the purchase- 
money which are held by the vendor, the surrender of bond and notes 

by the holders to the maker and obligor respectively has been re- 
(31) peatedly declared such a renunciation as would annul the contract 
of purchase. Faw v. Whittington, supra; McDougald v. Graham, 
75 N. C., 310; Fall v. Carpenter, 21 N. C., 237; Holden v, Purifoy, 
supra; Miller v. Pierce, 104 N. C., 389; Fortune 0. Watkins, 94 N. C., 
804. 
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If the defendant’s relation to the representatives of B. W. Britt 1s 


still that of vendee to vendor, though he may be in contemplation of law 
for some purposes considered a tenant at will, he is not a lessee within 


‘the provisions of the statute (The Code, sec. 1754), the title to whose 


crop is deemed vested in the landlord. McCombs v. Wallace, 66 N. C., 


481; McMilian v. Love, 72 N. C.,.18; Parker v. Allen, 84 N. C., 466; 


Hughes v. Mason, 84 N. C., 472. The section mentioned applies to 
cases where “lands shall be rented or leased by agreement, written or 
oral, for agricultural purposes, or shall be cultivated by a cropper,” and 
18, ike section 1756, plainly inapplicable where the occupant of land 1s 
a “yendee or mortgagor. 

The question now presented is whether the parties to the original con- 
tract, or those succeeding to their rights had directly or by an unavoid-— 
able implication arising from acts inconsistent with a purpose to insist 
on its enforcement, annulled or abandoned it and entered into a new 
agreement by which the defendant became a lessee instead of a vendee. 
It is, however, the province of the nisi prius judge, if not his duty, to 
instruct the jury upon the testimony what acts, if ascertained by them 
to have been done by the parties, constituted a renunciation of the con- 
tract. It was error in him to leave the jury without a definition of what 
amounted to an abandonment to determine whether the contract of pur- 
chase was still subsisting; and especially was this true if the evidence 
was not sufficient, in any phase of it, to be submitted as tending to show 
a renunciation or annulment of the original agreement by the parties 
thereto. Faw v. Whittington, supra. 

The judge told the jury that “if they should believe from the ( 32 ) 
evidence that defendant had entered upon the land under this 
contract of purchase, and had thereafter abandoned his contract of pur- 
chase and had rented from B. W. Britt, the plaintiff, as Britt’s executor, 
by virtue of the landlord and tenant act, would be the owner of all the 
crops raised on the land until the rents and advances were paid.” Britt 
died, 15 September, 1891, and the crops of that year raised by the — 
defendant on the land, which Britt had previously contracted to sell 
to him, were seized by the plaintiff, his executor, to satisfy a lien for the 
rent of that year ($125), and for advances to the amount of $150. It 
was admitted that the defendant still held the bond for title, bearing 
date in the year 1889, and that the sister of Britt and wife of the wit- 
ness Whitted held the five notes executed for the purchase-money, each 
for the sum of $400, the first due 1 January, 1890, and the last 1 Janu- 
ary, 1894. 

The exception to the charge must, therefore, be sustained if there was 
not sufficient evidence to be submitted to the jury upon the question of 
abandonment. The testimony bearing upon the subject was objected to 
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at the time of its admission as insufficient and incompetent evidence of 
abandonment, and the defendant thus Bieta the same opiseuce at 
two stages of the trial. 3 
In speaking of the surrender of a deed be the grantee belors registra- 
tion, the Court said of the decisions in Hare v. Jernigan, 76 N. C., 471, 
and Beaman v. Simmons, v., 48: “These later cases have taeda a 
new principle into our law, whieh we are not disposed to push beyond 
the point to which it has already gone.” Phifer.v. Barnhardt, 88 N. C., 
333. Up to that time, it seems to have been settled, first, that a pur: 
chaser claiming by virtue of a constructive trust against another. who: 
had purchased for him and advanced the purchase-money, might: 
(33 ) by an unconditional surrender of his rights become by parol 
agreement a tenant under the purchaser or grantee (Riley v. Jor- 
dan, supra); second, that a grantee claiming under an unregistered deed: 
might, if third parties ae acquired no supervening rights under the 
conveyance, surrender the deed and thereby revest in the grantor any 
equitable interest that may have passed by it (Hare v. Jernigan, supra, 
and Hogan v. Strayhorn, 65 N. C., 279); third, that where the contract. 
is executory, the redelivery of the bond or agreement to the vendor and 
the return of the notes for the purchase-money to the maker constitute 
unequivocal evidence of a purpose on both sides to abandon and annul 
the agreement entirely. McDougald v. Graham, supra; Beaman v, Sim- 
mons, supra. | 
It seems that the wife of the plaintiff executor had acquired the pos- 
session of the land in the early portion of the year 1892, when the 
defendant approached the plaintiff and proposed to rent the land in 
controversy for that year. The plaintiff offered on behalf of Mrs. Whit- 
ted, who claimed the land as devisee of Britt, to lease to defendant, pro- 
vided he would surrender the bond for title executed by Britt and accept 
his five unpaid notes, but the defendant did not accede to the proposition 
and still holds the bond, which has been registered and was offered in 
evidence and relied upon to show that he occupies the relation of vendee 
to plaintifis, to whom the legal title passed by the devise. In view of the 
refusal to surrender the bond, and the fact that the notes were in the 
possession of Britt when he died, and are now held by his daughter, we 
_ think that the learned judge who tried the case below erred when, in the 
face of the objections made in the progress of the trial, he submitted 
the question of abandonment to the jury and refused a motion for new 
trial founded upon an exception to the charge. The proof of the 
( 34) declarations of the defendant at various times to the effect that 
| che had agreed to pay $125 as rent for the year 1891 was not, of 
itself or in connection with any other testimony admitted, evidence to 
be submitted to the jury to show abandonment, when the notes were. 


56° 


N.C] FEBRUARY TERM, 1893 


GUILFORD v. GEORGIA Co. 


still held by the payee and the bond was in the hands of the obligee. 
The abandonment was not proved, directly or by unavoidable inference, 
in any view of the testimony. 

The question as to the necessity for ascertaining, by admissions of 
the parties or a finding of the jury, the value of property seized by 
virtue of the proceeding of claim and delivery, is eliminated by resting 
our decision upon the ground of the want of evidence of abandonment; 
but it may be well to say that the late statute,.as to the form of the 
judgment in such proceeding, is discussed and construed in Hall v. 
Tillman, 110 N. C., 220. ae 

For the reasons piven: we think that the court below erred, 

NEw TRIAL. : 


Cited: Orinkley v. Egerton, 113 N. C., 448, 450, 451; Jones v. Jones, 
117 N. C., 258; Gorrell v. Alspaugh, 120 N. C., 368; Ford v. Green, 121 
N. C., 78, 74; Hemmings v. Doss, 125 N. C., 402; May v. Getty, 140 
N. C., 316; Redding v. Vogt, 1b., 568; Hairston v. Bescherer, 141 N. C., 
208; Lewis v. Gay, 151 N. C., 170; Hubanks v. Becton, 158 N. C., 238. 


(35 ) 
THE STATE anv GUILFORD COUNTY y. THE GEORGIA COMPANY 


Taxes, Remedies for Collection of, by the State—Insolvent Corporation 
—Creditor’s Bill—Recewer. 


1. The State and county, having, through the board of commissioners sitting 
with the justices of the peace, assessed the property of a corporation for 
taxation and placed the tax list in the hands of the sheriff, who cannot 
find any property of the corporation upon which to levy, are creditors, 
holding a debt against such corporation, and are entitled, under sections 
668 and 701 of The Code, to bring a proceeding in the nature of a credit- 

_ or’s bill against such corporation, with or without proceedings for its dis- 
solution. 


2. The fact that the Revenue Act prescribes a specific remedy for the collec- 
tion of taxes does not restrict the State to pursue that method, nor pre- 
clude it from seeking the aid of the Superior Court, through a creditor’s 
suit. The specific remedy pointed out restricts only the officers who col- 
lect the revenue, and not the sovereign. 


8. A county is a delegated part of the authority of the State, and the joinder 
of a county with the State cannot affect the latter’s right to sue—a right 
which it has by implication, under various statutes, aside from the fact 
that it has inherently all remedies not voluntarily and ae 
relinquished. 
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4, The fact that an individual can be indicted for failure to list his property 
for taxation does not bar the State from proceeding by suit to enforce the 
payment of taxes; no more does the right which the State has to have the 
charter of a corporation declared forfeited for nonpayment of taxes on 
its property, preclude the State from seeking the appointment of a receiver 
of such corporation in order that it may get what it might not reach by 
the bootless remedy afforded by a suit for dissolution. 


AVERY, J., concurring. 


CREDITOR’s BILL, by the State and Guilford County, against the 
Georgia Company, lieard on complaint and demurrer at December Term, 
1892, of GuinForp, before Brown, J., who sustained the demurrer and 
ordered the action to be dismissed. | | 

The plaintiffs appealed. 


fi. M. Douglas and L. M. Scott for plainttffs. 
D. Schenck and P. B. Means for defendants. 


Cruark, J. This is a civil action, in the nature of a creditor’s bill, 
brought by the State and county, for the appointment of a receiver for 
the defendant corporation to collect its assets and pay its debts. It 
stands on complaint and demurrer; therefore, all the allegations of fact 

in the complaint, for the purposes of this appeal, are admitted 
(36 ) to be true. 

These allegations are, that on 6 June, 1889, the Board of Com- 
missioners of Guilford County, upon due notice and after full hearing, 
assessed against the defendant the sum of $62,445.78 as State and 
county taxes and penalties for the year 1888; that the said taxes were 
returned by the sheriff as uncollectible; that defendant gave notice of 
appeal, but abandoned its appeal and removed all its property and 
effects, which were of great value, from the State, for the purpose of 
preventing the collection of taxes and in fraud of its creditors; that 
defendant is insolvent or in imminent danger. of insolvency; that defend- 
ant has forfeited its corporate rights, and that the plaintiffs have exer- 
cised due diligence and exhausted all apparent means of collecting their 
debts. The complaint also alleges the organization of defendant corpo- 
ration under the laws of this State; its domicile in Guilford County; 
the issue of its stock and bonds; the acquisition of, its property and its 
hability to taxation. These taxes were assessed in conformity to section 
91, chapter 218, Laws 1889. 

Tt 3 is well settled that the board of county commissioners, when sitting 
with the justices of the peace, has succeeded to all the powers of the old 
county court in matters of taxation. The board exercises judicial 
powers, has a clerk and a seal, and keeps a record of its proceedings. 
The Code, sees. 715, 716. Within its jurisdiction it is a court of record. 
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“The tax list is a Judgment against every person for the amount of the 
tax, and the copy delivered to the sheriff is an execution.” Huggins v. 
Hinson, 61 N. C., 126, cited and approved in Comirs. v. Piercy, 72 N. C., 
181; London v. Wilmington, 78 N. C., 109; Gore v. Mastin, 66 N. C., 
871; Rk. R. v. Lewis, 99 N. C., 62, and Comrs. v. Murphy, 107 N. C., 36. 
Indeed, every revenue act, from 1869 down to the present, expressly — 
provides that the tax-list shall have “the force and effect of a judgment 
and execution.” The plaintifis have, therefore, a judgment and 

execution, with a return of nulla bona by the sheriff. ( 87 ) 

In Jones v. Ashford, 79 N. C., 172, the Court says: “The dili- 
gent and honest prosecution of a suit to judgment, with a return of nulla 
bona, has always been regarded as one of the extreme tests of due dili- 
gence”; and, further, “The return of the execution unsatisfied is evl- 
dence of the exhaustion of its legal means of collection,” citing Camden 
v. Doremus, 3 How., 515. 

The defendant insists that a tax is not a debt. It is not a debt in its 
more limited sense; that is, it is not liable to set-off and the other inci- 
dents of a simple contract between individuals. This 1s so on grounds 
of public policy, and also because, though a debt (or due), it does not | 
arise out of contract. Gatling v. Comrs., 92 N. C., 536. But it is a debt 
in the higher sense of the word. In this sense it is defined by Bouvier 
as “Any kind of a just demand”; by the Century Dictionary as “That 
which is due from one person to another, whether money, goods, or 
services’; and by Webster, substantially the same, with “thing owed, 
obligation, liability,” given as synonyms. All causes of action become 
debts after judgment. Dellinger v. Tweed, 66 N. C., 206; Rap. and Law. 
Law Dict., pp. 352 and 696. The old action on a judgment was an 
action for debt (3 Blk., 159), and so is an action for a penalty. “The 
government has the same right to enforce a duty as a debt, and may 
enforce it in the same way.” People v. Seymour, 16 Cal., 332. When 
a tax is imposed the taxpayer becomes a debtor. Bank v. U. S.,19 Wall, 
227; Attorney-General VO. ccc , 2 Anstruther, 558, cited and 
approved in 19 Wall, 227. “Debt lies in favor of the United States 
against an importer for the duties due on goods imported.” U. 8. v. 
Lyman, 1 Mason C. C., 482. In this case the argument for the 
government was by Mr. Webster, and the opinion of Judge Story (38 ) 
was approved in Bank v. U. S., supra. 

Whatever construction may be placed upon the word “debt,” no such 
restricted meaning is ever applied to the words “credit and creditor.” 
“A creditor is he who has a right to require the fulfilment of an obliga- 
tion or contract.” Bouvier’s Law Dict. Credits comprise “every claim 
or demand for money, labor, interest, or other valuable things due or to 

become due.” Laws 1891, ch. 326, sec. 85. 
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The plaintiffs, being creditors, could formerly bring a creditor’s bill 
in equity, and now, under sections 668 and 701 of The Code, against the 
corporation, with or without proceedings enforcing its dissolution. 

Defendant further contends that, whether the State and county are 
creditors or not, they are precluded from bringing a creditor’s suit to 
enforce payment of their claims, because there is a specific remedy for 
the collection of taxes in the revenue act itself (Laws 1891, ch. 326, sec. | 
77), which they insist’ the plaintiffs must pursue. The specific remedy 
pointed out restricts only the officers who collect the revenue, and not the 
sovereign, or the county which pro hac vice stands in the place of the 
sovereign. “General statutes do not bind the sovereign unless specially 
mentioned in them.” “Every plea of the State is cognizable in a court 
of record.” 8S. v. Garland, 29 N. C., 48, cited and approved in 8. »v. 
Adar, 68 N. C., 68, and Harris ex parte, 73 N. C., 65; Bank v. U. S., 
supra, and cases there cited; Meredith v. U. S., 138 Peters, 486. The 
county is a part of the delegated authority of the State, and is pro hac 
vice the State. U.S. v. R. R., 17 Wall., 322. In any event, the joinder 
of the county with the State cannot affect the right of the State to sue. 
Moreover, this right to sue is recognized by clear implication in section 

3324 of The Code, authorizing the Governor to employ counsel in 
(39) every case in any court in which the State is interested, and also 

in section 48, chapter 179, Acts 1889, appropriating $2,500 to 
be expended by the State Treasurer to secure the collection of taxes, 
The same provision occurs in the act of 1891. Why employ counsel if 
they cannot be heard in court? The imposition of a tax clearly implies 
the intention to collect. If the plaintiffs cannot bring a creditor’s suit, 
they cannot prove their claims in a suit brought by another, and would > 
thus be compelled to stand idle and see a private creditor or even a 
stockholder bring suit and absorb the entire assets of the delinquent cor- 
poration. Thus the sovereign would be placed beneath the subject, the 
creator below the corporation of its own creation. 

The principle that the absence of an adequate statutory remedy pre- 
serves the right of action 1s recognized by all the authorities. Gatling v. 
Comrs., supra; Cooley on Taxation, p. 18, note and cases therein cited. 

Moreover, throughout all the authorities a clear distinction seems to 
run between the cases where a private plaintiff brings an action to com- 
pel and levy the collection of taxes to pay a debt due him, and where the 
sovereign seeks to collect its own taxes for the general purposes of gov- 
ernment. The citizen has only such remedies as are given to him; the 
State has inherently’ all remedies not voluntarily and unequivocally 
relinquished. 

- There being no distinction between actions at law and suits in equity 
in this State, any proper relief can be granted in a civil action. A 
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creditor’s suit is of itself a very comprehensive and liberal action. It is 
not demurrable, because remedy might have been had by supplementary 
proceedings. Bronson v. Ins. Co., 85 N. C., 411; Hughes v. Whataker, 
84 N. C., 640. It is not demurrable because the cause of action is dor- 
mant. Bacon v, Berry, 85 N. C., 124. It can be brought before judg- 
ment. Bank v. Harris, 84 N. C., 206; Mebane v. Layton, 86 

N.C., 571. It is an old and walle ied ade of procedure, fully ( 40 ) 
adequate to settle all conflicting interests. 

Nor can we see the force of defendant’s contention that because the 
State had the right to have its charter declared forfeited because of. its 
failure to pay its taxes, therefore the State has no right to this remedy. 
The forfeiture was a penalty, which the State could insist on or waive 
at its election. It was not compelled to enforce it. It is strange that 
the defendant should insist on the State’s resorting to this course, unless 
it may be that the defendant, having removed itself and its assets out of 
the State, and now having no agent here, as admitted by the demurrer, 
if it ean force the State to resort to some other proceeding and abandon 
the present one, it may be more difficult for the State to recover the sum 
due by the defendant. The present action asks for the appointment of 
a receiver, and has all the requisites of the one the defendant insists the 
plaintiff should take, except that it does not ask for a dissolution of the 
corporation. Why should ‘the defendant object on that ground? 

- Tf the defendant had been an individual owing taxes on several million 
dollars of shares, which he afterwards removed out of the State, leaving 
no tangible property upon which the sheriff could levy, he surely could 
not defeat proceedings such as these on the ground that the State had a 
remedy against him by indictment for failure to list his property for 
taxation. Nor can this defendant do'so on the ground that the State 
could punish it by declaring the charter forfeited. The State is not 
seeking to punish, but to collect the debt due it. Besides, it would be 
small punishment to declaré a charter forfeited when the defendant is 
doing no business in the State, has now no property here, and — 
could secure another charter before a clerk in some other State. ( 41 ) 
Indeed, it would seem that the defendant is one of those com- 
panies which are chartered in one State without any intention of doing 
business therein, but to operate entirely in other States, such as are 
termed, technically, in the text-books and by law writers, “tramp corpo- 
rations.” 26 Am. Law Rev., 193; 25 7b., 352. 

If this was a creditor’s bill by oe Sac iduals seeking to see a 
debt of $60,000 against a debtor who had fraudulently removed his 
assets out of the State, they would be entitled to the present remedy for 
the appointment of a receiver. To restrict the plaintiffs to supple 
mentary proceedings would be impracticable, since, aside from the ques- 
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tion whether the appointment of a receiver by a clerk could be authen- 
ticated under the act of Congress for the purpose of proceedings in 
another State, in this case the judgment fixing the debt is in a court in 
which no supplementary proceedings can be obtained. The remedy on 
such judgments is necessarily by action in the Superior Court to reach 
any property which cannot be touched by a levy. Corporations have 
the same rights before the courts as individuals, neither more nor less. 
If the State can, under similar circumstances, proceed to collect taxes of 
an individual without being restricted to an indictment, neither is it 
restricted as to a corporation to proceedings to declare a forfeiture of 
the charter. If private individuals under these circumstances can have 
a recelver appointed, the State and county have a remedy at least as 
broad. | ) 

The day has gone by in North Carolina when men, by uniting them- 
selves into a corporation, can obtain exemption from taxation which 
they could not obtain as individuals. Const., Art. V, sec. 3. Neither 
can corporations now claim to be exempt in the enforcement of the col- 
lection of taxes from any process which would lie in favor of or against 
| individuals for the collection of taxes or other debts. Indeed, 
(42) the debt due the State for taxes is a preferred debt. It is 

expressly recognized as a debt, and preferred by the statute for 
the settlement of estates of deceased persons (The Code, sec. 1416) and 
in bankruptcy proceedings. It also has the distinction that neither the 
homestead nor offsets can be claimed against it. In all this there is 
evidence that public policy provides not a lesser, but a broader remedy 
for the collection of taxes than for other indebtedness. When there is 
property subject to levy, taxes are collectible usually in that mode. But 
when the property has been spirited away, the State does not necessarily 
lose its debt, but has at least the same remedies for its collection as are 
given to its humblest citizens. 

It is hardly necessary to note that this is not a proceeding to assess 
the defendant for taxation. That has been done in the appropriate 
forum, the amount due has been adjudged, and the defendant has acqui- 
esced by abandoning any appeal therefrom. The present proceeding is 
to enforce collection of the taxes, so adjudged due, by proceedings which 
would be open to any one else against a debtor who had removed all his 
property from the jurisdiction of the court. The demurrer should have 
been overruled. 

REVERSED. — 


Avery, J., concurring: I concur in the conclusion of the Court, but 
rest my opinion upon additional authorities and somewhat different 
grounds. In Wilson v. Bynum, 92 N. C., 717, the Court said: “The 
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Code has not taken away from the Superior Court any jurisdiction here- 
tofore exercised by courts of equity, except, perhaps, in cases exclusively 
within the jurisdiction of a justice of the pene ?- Wadsworth 

v. Dawis, 63 N. C., 251. ( 43 ) 

Courts of equity have always entertained creditors’ bills brought 
to enforce the collection of a judgment, after a return of nulla bona, out 
of property not subject to execution, and also to compel a personal rep- 
resentative to subject assets to debts of a decedent, yet the statutory 
mode of proceeding has been repeatedly declared not to be exclusive.. 
Clement v. Cozart, 107 N. C., 695; Wilson v. Bynum, supra; Allison v. 
Davidson, 21 N. C., 46; Simmons v. Whitaker, 87 N. C., 129; Martin v. 
Harding, 38 N. C., 603. 

There is no common-law principle or constitutional or. statutory pro- 
vision which precludes the State or county, in the exercise of govern- 
mental functions, from pursuing a remedy allowed to every individual 
upon a return of nulla bona to an execution, or where it is admitted by 
a demurrer that the debtor has property not subject to execution. The 
necessity for the appointment of a receiver being shown by the com- 
plaint, which is admitted to be true, the right of the court, in the. exer- 
cise of its equitable jurisdiction, to take the property into ite custody by — 
such appointment cannot be successfully questioned. The county of 
Guilford 1s a judgment creditor, and, execution having been returned 
unsatisfied, why should the county be denied the remedy conceded to 
any citizen of the State and an opportunity be afforded by such a 
groundless technicality for a corporation to evade the payment of a debt 
which is justly due to the county and is of the very highest dignity? 


Cited: Wilmington v. Sprunt, 114 N. C., 312; Davie v. Blackburn, 
117 N. C., 385; Barcello v. Hapgood, 118 N. C., 726; Worth v. Wright 
122 N. C., 336, 387; Wilmington v. Bryan, 141 N. C., 679, 686; Graded 
School v. McDowell, 157 N. C., 317; Berry v. Davis, 158 N. C., 1738; 
Wilmington v. Moore, 170 N. C., 53; Comrs. v. Hall, 177 N. C., 491; 
Cherokee v. McClelland, 179 N. C., 180; Chatham v. Realty Co., 180 
N. C., 503; Brunswick-Balk Co. v. Mecklenburg, 181 N. C., 388. 
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J. C. DUCKER anp Wire, MARCELLA DUCKER, vy. W. R. WHITSON, 


ApMR. or W. R. MURRAY. 


Action on Sealed Note—Consideration—Undue I nfluence—M ental 


Capacity—tI ssues. 


1. In an action against the administrator of a deceased father who had exe- 


b& 
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cuted a note to his daughter, which, together with other notes to his wife 
and other children, and a contemporaneous writing, stating the notes were 
to be paid out of his estate and not to be reckoned as advancements, he 
had left with C., an attorney, the administrator defended, alleging lack of 
consideration, undue influence by a son of his intestate, mental incapacity, 
nondelivery of note, and on the ground that the note and accompanying 
paper constituted an executory contract, not binding on the deceased, in 
favor of the plaintiff, a distributee, issues as to mental capacity, undue 
influence and delivery were sufficient and fairly presented the whole mat- 
ter in controversy. 


The attorney, C., having testified as to the execution of the note sued on, 


and the accompanying paper, it was proper, as bearing on the question of 
delivery, to ask C. what deceased had told him to do with the notes— 
whether to hold them, subject to his order, or to deliver to the payees. 


When defendant asked a witness, whom he had introduced to show inca- 


pacity of deceased, whether he (the witness) had not suggested the 
appointment of a guardian for the deceased: Held, the question was lead- 
ing, and the court did not err in disallowing it. : 


The testimony of a sister of plaintiff, to whom a note similar to that sued 


on was executed, to the effect that before and after the date of the note 
her father “was very bright,” was not objectionable, under section 590: of 


The Code, in relation to transactions with a decedent. . 


. Where a note, under seal, was executed by a father and delivered to his. 


daughter, or to another for her, and in an accompanying and contempora- 
neous paper the fact appeared that the payee was his daughter, and that 
the note was intended to be paid cut of his estate after his death, in addi- 
tion to her distributive share: Held, that such fact was not sufficient to 
rebut the consideration imported by the seal, and even if the note had 


been a voluntary bond and intended as a gift, the seal imported a con- 


sideration and rendered it enforceable. 


(45) Appear from Bynum, J., at August Term, 1892, of Buncomsg. 


Action brought by the payee of a note (the feme plaintiff) and 


her husband against the defendant, administrator of W. R. Murray, 
deceased, father of feme plaintiff. The note was as follows: 


One day after date, I promise to pay to the see of Marcella Murray 


three hundred and thirty-three 33-100 dollars, value received, this 10 
September, 1889. W. R. Murray. [sear] 


Witness: M. E. Carter. 
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The defendant denied the execution of the note by his intestate, and 
for second cause of defense alleged: 

1. That at the time of the pretended execution of said alleged note 
to the plaintiff by the defendant’s intestate the said intestate also exe- 
cuted a paper-writing, which was to be taken as a part of the trans- 
action, concerning the execution of said alleged note and others therein 
mentioned, and delivered said paper-writing with said note and the 
others mentioned to M. E. Carter. The said paper-writing is as follows: 


Mr. M. E. Carter:—The note of four hundred dollars this day 
executed by me to my wife, Eliza, payable one day after date, and three 
notes of three hundred and thirty-three 33-100 dollars each, executed by 
me to my son, John C. Murray, and my two daughters, Terrissa and 
Marcella Murray, respectively, payable one day after date, and all left 
_ with you, are intended to be paid out of my estate, in addition to their 
shares, respectively, as my wife and children, and are not to be con- 
sidered as advancements. W. R. Murray. 

This 10 September, 1889. 


2. That the said notes described in said paper-writing, and ( 46 ) 
bearing even date with the said paper-writing, were executed, if 
at all, without any valid consideration in law, and, as he is advised and 
believes, cannot be enforced in this court, the same being, as he is also 
informed and believes, an executory contract and not binding in law 
against the estate of the defendant’s intestate, the plaintiff herein being 
his daughter and one of the distributees, 

3. That at the time of the execution of the said notes and paper- 
writing, the intestate was weak in body and mind, and did not have 
sufficient mental capacity to make a contract; that owing to his mental 
incapacity said intestate did not know the nature of his property, its 
value, nor its relations, nor to whom he was attempting to dispose of 
his property. | | 

4, That prior to the time of the execution of the said notes, one John 
C. Murray, who is the son of the said intestate and the brother of the 
plaintiff herein, had been the confidential agent and manager for the © 
said intestate, W. R. Murray, and had obtained an undue influence over 
-the said intestate; that the said John C. Murray induced the said intes- 
tate to leave his home and come to Asheville, where he executed said 
notes and the said paper-writing; that from information and belief the 
defendant alleges that the said John C. Murray employed the attorney 
who drew the papers and in whose custody and control they were left; 
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that these notes and paper-writing were signed by the said intestate at a 
time when he was under the undue and controlling influence of the said 
John C. Murray, who unduly influenced him to sign the same. _ 

5. That from information and belief, it was the purpose of the said 
John C. Murray, in inducing his said father, the defendant’s intestate, 
to execute said notes and paper-writing, to obtain control of the sum of 

$1,400 then deposited to the credit of the said intestate in the 
(47) National Bank at Asheville, and to deprive the other distributees 

of their share of the estate at the death of said W. R. Murray; that 
at the time of the execution of the said notes and paper-writing the plain- 
tiff was quite old and feeble and not expected to live but a short time; 
that since the death of said intestate the widow (one of the payees) has 
had dower assigned and her year’s allowance; that this sum of $1,400 
was and did constitute the principal portion of the personal estate of 
the said intestate, and that if those notes be enforced the other dis- 
tributees, there being several of them, will be deprived of their share 
which may have come to the hands of the defendant, and he is advised 
and’ believes that he holds the personal property of the intestate, includ- 
ing the $1,400, in trust for all the distributees, after payment of debts 
and costs of administration. 

6. That from information and belief, none of the payees named in 
said notes, except the said John C. Murray, were present at the execu- 
tion of the same; that they knew nothing of the same and had no desire 
to have more than their legal share of intestate’s property, and from 
information and belief the defendant avers that the said John C. Mur- 
ray intended to become the beneficiary of these notes, if only to usa the 
money to his personal profit. 

7. That no money was delivered to the payees of said notes prior to 
the death of the said intestate, the $1,400 having come to the possession 
of the defendant as administrator. The four notes described in said 
paper-writing in the aggregate make the sum of $1,400, corresponding 
to the amount which the said intestate had in bank. 


(48) The plaintiff tendered the following issues, which were submit- 
ted by the court, and responded to as follows: 

1. Did W. R. Murray, at the time he executed the note sued on, have 
capacity to understand the nature of the act he was doing, the nature 
and value of his property, and for whose benefit he was executing it? 
Answer: “Yes.” | 

2. Did the said Murray execute said note in consequence of undue 
influence exerted over him by John Murray? Answer: “No.” 

8. Was the note. delivered to the plaintiff or his agent for him? 


Answer: “Yes.” 
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The defendant tendered the following issues: 

1, Was the intestate, at the time of the execution of the paper sued on, 
of such a state of mind as not to know the nature of his property, its 
value, and to whom and how he was disposing of the same? 

2. Was the said Murray, at the time, under the undue influence of 
John Murray, one of his sons? 

3. Is the defendant, as administrator, indebted to plaintiff ? It so, in 
what sum ? 

The court submitted the issues sues by the plaintiffs, and refused 
to submit those tendered by the defendant, and the defendant excepted 
and appealed from the judgment rendered. 

Lhe testimony on the trial sent up in the case is very voluminous, but 
the exceptions are sufficiently stated in the opinion. 


H. B. Carter for plaintiff's. 
Charles A. Moore and W. H. Malone for defendant. 


MacRagz, J. The first exception is to the refusal of his Honor to 
submit the issues tendered by defendant and the submission of 
those tendered by the plaintiffs. ( 49 ) 

There is no substantial difference in the first and second issues 
tendered on each side. While the answer denies the execution of the 
note sued on, the real defense is that set up in the second defense, which, 
admitting the manual signing and sealing of the note or bond, avers the 
execution at the same time of a separate paper, which constitutes part 
of the transaction; the want of consideration, the fact that the two 
papers constitute an executory contract not binding upon defendant’s 
intestate because the plaintiff 1s one of the distributees of intestate;.that 
there was no delivery of said papers to plaintiff; that their execution 
was obtained by. reason of undue influence exercised upon intestate by 
John C. Murray, and, finally, the want of mental capacity on the part 
of plaintiff to make a contract at the time of the execution aforesaid. 

The issues submitted, with the instructions thereon, seem to have pre- 
sented fairly the matters in controversy : 

First. Did the intestate, at the time of the execution of the note sued 
on, have sufficient mental capacity to make a contract? 

Second. Did he execute it in consequence of undue influence exerted 
over him by John Murray? 

Third. Was the note delivered ? 

M. E. Carter, a witness for plaintiffs, having testified to the execution 
of the note sued on, as well as several other notes, and of a contempo- 
raneous paper, the plaintiff proposed to ask him what intestate told him 
to do with the notes, and to this the defendant objected and excepted. 
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An examination of the paper will show that this testimony was not 
offered to contradict or explain it, but upon the question of the purpose 
of the delivery of the note to Carter. Delivery or nondelivery was a 
question of fact to be proven aliwnde, in this instance, and it was com- 

petent to ask the question for the purpose of showing whether it 
( 50) was left with Mr. Carter, to be held by him, subject to the order 
of the maker, or to be daly ered to the payee. 

J oseph Garren was offered as a witness by defendant upon 4 ques- 
tion of the condition of intestate’s mind and his liability to be influ- 
enced by one in whom he had confidence, and after the witness had testi- 
fied in chief, and before he was turned over, the defendant’s counsel pro- 
posed to ask him if he (witness) did not at the time suggest that intes- 
tate should have a guardian appointed for him. To this, plaintiff 
objected. The objection was sustained, and defendant excepted. The 
question was a leading one. It was in the discretion of his Honor to 
have permitted it, and the refusal to do so 1s not a matter which can be 
assigned for error. 1 Greenleaf on Evidence (14 Ed.) , sec. 4385, and 
note, 

After much testimony offered on both dew: as to the mental capacity 
of intestate, Clarissa Murray was offered as a witness for plaintiff, and 
the plaintiff proposed to ask her what, in her opinion, was the condition 
of her father’s (intestate’s) mind when he left home, based upon her 
knowledge and observation of him at the time. Defendant objected to 
the question, because the witness had not stated any conversation or 
conduct of his, or anything which had passed between them, or any 
other fact upon which she could base an opinion. This objection was 
overruled, and defendant excepted. The witness testified that intestate’s 
mind was bright and clear; that she had known and lived with him all 
her life; that she had seen him make contracts and manage his affairs, 
and that she based her knowledge on this; that she saw him when he 
came back after the notes were executed, and his mind was bright; that 
he was postmaster and a justice of the peace, and attended to the busi- 
ness; and witness testified to her opinion that he had mental capacity 

sufficient to make a contract. To all of the foregoing the defend- 
(51) ant excepted. She further testified that her brother John gave 

her one of the notes and she kept it a day or two and gave it 
back to him. 

Although it is not clearly stated, we may take it that this witness is a 
daughter of intestate and that She is the same as the Terrissa who was 
the person mentioned in M. E. Carter’s testimony, to whom one of the 
notes was made payable. If the objection was under section 590 of The 
Code, because she was interested in the event of this action, we fail to 
see anything in her testimony in relation to a personal transaction or 
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communication with intestate. Indeed, such testimony seems to have 
been carefully avoided. It may be, if she had been asked as to any- 
thing which had passed between herself and the intestate, the objection 
would have been promptly made, under section 590. She testified to the 
grounds of her opinion, upon her knowledge of his mental condition, 
from his other acts than with herself, and that upon his return from 
making the notes his mind was bright, thus fixing the time as shortly 
before, and directly after, the act in question. 

His Honor, in substance, charged the jury, upon the first issue, that 
the burden was on the plaintiff to prove the execution of the note, and 
that when she had done this she had made out a prima facie case. He 
arrayed the contentions of the parties and the testimony offered in sup- 
port thereof on this issue, and left it to the jury to determine whether 
the plaintiff had satisfied them, by a preponderance of evidence, that | 
the note was signed and sealed by intestate, that he delivered it to Carter 
for the plaintiff, and that Carter accepted it as agent for plaintiff; and 
if they were so satisfied as to the mental capacity of intestate, the law 
presumes he had it, and the burden is on the defendant to disprove it 
by a preponderance of evidence; that mere weakness of mind 1s 
not sufficient to invalidate a contract; that if he knew what he ( 52 ) 
was doing, to whom and for whose benefit it was made, that it 
was for the payment of money, and the amount of money he was about 
to dispose of, he had sufficient mental capacity, and this instruction was 
‘relterated, in substance. He further instructed the jury, upon this 
issue, that 1f defendant’s intestate had shown mental incapacity prior 
to the execution of the note, the burden was upon the plaintiff to show 
that 1t was executed at a time when he had the capacity to contract. 
This was the substance of his Honor’s charge on the first issue, and we 
think it covered all of the prayers to which the defendant was entitled. 

The defendant contends that there was no testimony upon which his 
Honor could have left it to the jury to determine whether the note was 
left with Carter as the agent of plaintiff and to deliver to her. Having 
admitted the testimony of Carter as to what intestate told him to do 
with the notes, it follows that his testimony was to be considered upon 
the question of delivery, and whether the intestate left it with Carter to 
hand over to the plaintiff, the payee. And we do not think that Carter’s 
testimony would warrant the instruction asked, that if John Murray 
took the note with the understanding between him and Carter that it 
was to be handed to plaintiff and by her handed back to Carter, this 
would be no delivery. The law is plain as to the delivery of a deed or 
_ bond by the maker to a third party for the benefit of the grantee or 
obligee. Shortly stated, “The delivery of a deed is the parting with it 
under such circumstances as prevent its recall.” Kirk v. Turner, 16 
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N. C., 14.. “The delivery to a stranger, to become a delivery to the 
party, must be a delivery for the use or benefit of the party, and not 
rejected, but accepted by the party.” Whichard v. Jordan, 51 
(53) N. C., 54; Houston v. Phillips, 50 N. C., 302. See, also, 2A. & 
| E., 458. The difficulty arises in the application to particular 
cases. | 
The fourth prayer for instructions seems to have been given almost 
in its very words. It is too late now to cite authorities that it is not 
necessary for the judge to give the instructions as prayed for verbatim. 
We conclude that there was no error in the instructions given, or in 
the refusal to give those asked for, but not given. 

We come now to the last exception, upon the law of the case, whether, 
under all the testimony and findings of the jury, the note as explained 
by the contemporaneous paper was enforceable at law. 

The note was under seal, importing a consideration. There is noth- 
ing in the contemporaneous paper to show want of consideration: 


Mr. M. E. Carrer:—The note of $400 this day executed by me to 
my wife, Eliza, payable one day after date, and the three notes of 
$333.33 each, executed by me to my son, John ©. Murray, and my two 
daughters, Terrissa and Marcella Murray, respectively, payable one 
day after date, and all left with you, are intended to be paid out of my 
estate, in addition to their shares, respectively, as my wife and children, 
and are not to be considered as advancements. 

This 10 September, 1889. W. R. Murray. [smat| 


We cannot say that the fact appearing in this paper that the payee 
was his daughter was sufficient to rebut the consideration imported by 
the seal, or that by a fair construction of this paper it appears that 
there was no consideration for the note but that of love and affection, 
which, defendant contends, is not sufficient to support a promise. But if 
we treat the note as a voluntary bond, intended as a gift, the seal 

imports a consideration, and there is respectable authority to 
(54) the effect that it can be ene 8 A. & E., 1821, and cases 
- eited. | 

No ERROR. 


" Cited: Bank v. Carr, 180 N. ©., 481; Hicks v. Hicks, 142 N. C., 933. 


i 
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JOHN L. BAILEY v. B. B. BARRON anv WIFE, 


Judgment Against Feme Covert—Charge on pnanare: Estate—_ 
Homestead. 


1. A contract of a feme covert cannot, by the terms of the same, in the absence 
of a deed debarring her from claiming a homestead in her land, be made 
such a “charge” upon the land as will deprive her of the right to claim 
the exemptions allowed her by the Constitution. 


2. Where a judgment of the Superior Court declared the indebtedness of the 
husband and wife to be a “charge” upon the separate estate of the wife, 
and a commissioner was appointed to make sale of her land for the pay- 
ment of such indebtedness: Held, that such adjudicated charge was sub- 
ordinate to her right to have, free from sale under execution or other final 
process, the exemption secured by the Constitution to resident debtors, 
and it was the duty of the commissioner to first allot the homestead to 
which the feme covert was entitled, and then to sell the excess. In such 
case the allotted homestead cannot be sold to satisfy the plaintiff's 
“charge” until the homestead estate or right ends. 


Action to Spring Term, 1890, of Enczcomss, for the recovery of the 
amount due on two sealed notes, and to charge the separate estate of the 
feme defendant with their payment. The notes sued on were given for 
supplies furnished by the plaintiff for the necessary personal expenses 
of the feme defendant, for the support of her family and the expenses of 
her farm, which the agtion sought to charge with the debt. Fol- 
lowing the signatures and seals of the husband and wife on each ( 55 ) 
note were the following stipulations: 


And I, Mrs. A. Barron, wife of B. B. Barron, expressly charge the 
payment of this note upon my separate estate, the consideration of the 
payment of same. A. Barron. 


And I, B. B. Barron, husband of Mrs. A. Barron, hereby consent. for 
my said ‘wife to sign this note, | ‘and to bind her separate estate for the 
payment of the same. . B. B. Barron, 


The complaint seeltsails set out the lands and personal property 
belonging to the feme defendant, and the prayer was that said notes 
should be declared a charge upon the said property of the feme defend- 
ant; that said property be applied to the payment of the indebtedness 
due to the plaintiff, and that a commissioner be appointed to sell the 
said property for that purpose, ete. 

At Spring Term, 1890, judgment was rendered, by consent of the 
parties, in favor of the plaintiff, as follows: “That the plaintiff do 


71 


IN THE SUPREME COURT | [112 
Bary V. BARRON 


— recover of the feme defendant (the same to be paid out of her separate 
estate) $1,437.82, with 8 per cent interest thereon from 1 January, 1890, 
and the costs of this action, to be taxed by the clerk; that said indebted- 
ness is hereby declared a charge on the separate estate of the said feme 
defendant, the real estate consisting of, ete. . . . And, further, that if 
this indebtedness, principal and interest and costs, be not paid on or 
before the first day of December next, then Jacob Battle, who is hereby 
appointed a commissioner for that purpose, shall sell said real estate 

at public auction at the courthouse door, ete., ete. A report of 
(56) sale to be filed and this cause retained for further orders. The 

lien of the plaintiif for his said indebtedness dates from 3 April, 
1890, when his notice of lis yendens was duly filed.” 

In July, 1892, the commissioner advertised the lands for sale on the 
first Monday in August, 1892; and thereupon, and before sale was made, 
the feme defendant, who was the owner of the same, applied to the com- 
missioner in writing to have her homestead allotted to her in the 
246-acre tract, that being all the land she owned, and which is described 
in the complaint, and the commissioner refused to allot the same to her. — 
Thereupon, on 27 July, 1892, the feme defendant applied to Bryan, J., 
at chambers in New Bern, to have said judgment set aside because it 
was void, and, if not void, to have the same modified so as to require 
the commissioner to allot to her a homestead in said tract, which motion 
was denied. To this ruling the feme defendant excepted, and caused her 
exception to be noted, and it was agreed between the parties that the 
same should be heard upon appeal from the final judgment in this cause. 

The said commissioner proceeded to sell the land without allotting the 
homestead, and made his report to the said court at Fall Term, 1892. 
On the coming on of said report for confirmation before Shuford, J., 
the feme defendant excepted thereto, as appears from the judgment of 
confirmation herein. The court overruled said exceptions and con- 

- firmed the report, to which the feme defendant excepted and appealed. 


Bunn and Battle for plainteff. 
John L. Bridgers for defendants. 


BourweEtu, J. We think that a proper construction of the Judgment 
rendered in this cause at Spring Term, 1890, will give to the feme 
defendant all that she claims, and that no reforming or. correction 
(57) of that judgment is necessary to secure to her the exemptions that 
are hers according to the provisions of the Constitution of the 

State. 
The allegations contained in the verified complaint antitled the plain- 
tiff, under the decision of this Court in the case of Flaum v. Wallace, 
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103 N. C., 296, to an adjudication that the feme defendant was indebted 
to plaintiff as alleged, and that this indebtedness was a charge on her 
separate personal estate. The decision of this Court in Farthing v. 
Shields, 106 N. C., 289, had not then been announced, and it seems from 
the prayer of the complaint, and the judgment itself, that the plaintift’s 
counsel insisted that, as no answer or demurrer was filed, he was entitled 
to a judgment declaring the indebtedness a charge on the separate real 
estate of the feme defendant also, and that the defendant’s counsel con- 
sented to this, notwithstanding the fact that upon the allegations of the 
complaint the plaintiff was not entitled to a charge on the real estate 
under the law, as afterwards fixed by the decision in Farthing v. Shields, 
supra, if the coverture of the feme defendant bad, been pleaded. 

In Flaum v. Wallace, supra, it is decided that where it 1s adjudged _ 
that the debt is a. charge on the separate personal estate of the feme 
defendant, she “can claim the same exemption from execution as she 
would be entitled to if she were a feme sole.’ The “charge” which is 
‘put upon the feme’s separate personal estate by such an adjudication 1s 
subordinate to her right to have, free from sale under execution or other. 
final process, the exemption secured to all resident debtors by the 
Constitution. 

In the Judgment now under consideration it is jeelnned that the “said 
indebtedness is hereby declared a charge on the separate estate of the 
said feme defendant, described in the complaint”; that 1s, upon 
her personal and real estate, for both are described in the com- ( 58 ) 
plaint. 

It seems, therefore, that the aie “charge” upon the real estate 
of the feme defendant, like that against her personal estate, must be 
subordinate to her homestead right, unless it appear from the com- 
plaint that she has by a proper deed debarred herself from claiming 
a homestead out of the lands described, or a judgment has been entered 
against her which estops her from asserting such claim. There is no 
allegation in the complaint that she has by deed assigned this right, and 
we think that the judgment, construed in connection with the pleading, 
as is proper, must be understood to direct the commissioner thereby 
appointed to sell the land only after there had been allotted to the feme 
defendant such part thereof as was exempt from sale under execution or 
other final process. The power to sell was conferred on the commis- 
sioner in order that the “charge” on the feme defendant’s real estate, 
which had been adjudicated in favor of the plaintiff according to the 
prayer of the complaint, and upon motion of his counsel, might be 
enforced. Bo charge, as has been said, is superoinete: to the feme 
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defendant’s right to exemption. The authority to sell must be exercised 
by the commissioner in subordination to that right, for the sale is to be 
_made merely to enforce the adjudged lien or charge. __ 

Ihe sale made and reported should have been set aside, and the com- 
missioner should have been directed to have her homestead allotted to 
the feme defendant and then to sell the excess. The portion so allotted 
to her cannot be sold to satisfy peas charge until the homestead 
estate or right ends. 

REVERSED. 


Cited: Bank v. Ireland, 127 N. C., 242, 243; Harvey v. Johnson, 133 
N. C., 355. 


(59 ) 
| ARMSTRONG, CATOR & CO. y. N. W. anp L. C. BEST. 


Contract of Married Woman—Lex Loci Contractus—Private Inter- 
national Law. 


1. The common-law disability of a married woman to make a contract obtains 
in this State, except in cases specially permitted by statute. 


2. While it is generally settled that if a contract is valid according to the laws 
of a State where it is made, it is valid everywhere in respect to matters 
bearing upon its execution, interpretation and validity, yet as to the 
capacity of the contracting party the law of the domicile prevails. There- 
fore, where a married woman, domiciled in this State, not being a free- 
trader and not having the written assent of her husband, made a contract 
in another State according to whose laws a feme covert can contract: 
Heid, that such contract cannot be enforced in the courts of this State. 


Action heard before Bryan, J., at January Term, 1892, of Wayne, 
upon the following agreed statement of facts: 

It is.agreed that at the time the goods for the purchase-money of 
which this action is brought were bought, the plaintiffs were merchants, 
doing business in the city of Baltimore, in the State of Maryland, and 
the defendant, L. C. Best, was carrying on the trade of milliner and 
merchant in the city of Goldsboro, State of North Carolina, in her own 
name, as a licensed trader; that said goods were ordered by the defend- 
ant L. C. Best of the plaintiffs, and they were shipped by. the plaintiffs 
to her from their place of business in the city of Baltimore, and were 
to be paid for by defendant L. C. Best at the end of sixty days; that at 
that time, and since, the defendant was and is a citizen and resident of 
the State of North Carolina, and a married woman, living with her 
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husband, the deferidant N. W. Best. The goods have not been ( 60 ) 
paid for, except the credits set out in the accounts filed; and 
those not paid for were worth the agreed price of $212.43; that the 
defendant has never been a free-trader under the statutes of North Caro- 
lina, and her husband has never consented in writing to the orders of 
said goods and to the sale thereof. , 

Judgment was rendered for defendants, and plaintiffs appealed. 


W. C. Munroe for plainttffs. 
Allen & Dorich for defendants. 


SHepuerD, C. J. If the contract, which is the subject of this action, 
was made in this State, it is well settled that it would be void by reason 
of the common-law disability of the feme defendant to make any con- 
tract whatever upon which a personal judgment can be rendered against 
her, except in the cases provided by statute. Pippen v. Wesson, 74 
N. C., 487; Dougherty v. Sprinkle, 88 N. C., 300; Baker v. Garris, 108 
N. C., 218; Flaum v. Wallace, 103 N. C., 296; Farthing v. Shields, 106 
N. C., 289. 

The plaintiffs, however, insist that the contract was made in the city 
of Baltimore, Md., their place of business, where they accepted the pro- 
posal of the defendant by shipping the goods according to her order. 
In this they are correct, for if a contract is completed in another State 
“it makes no difference in principle whether the citizen of this State 
goes In person, or sends an agent, or writes a letter across the boundary 
line between the two States.” Milliken v. Pratt, 125 Mass., 374. <As 
was said by Lord Lyndhurst, “If I, residing in England, send down my 
agent to Scotland, and he makes contracts for me there, it is the same as 
if [ myself went there and made them.” Pattison v. Mills, 1 Dow. & CL, 
842, So, 1f one in New York orders goods from Boston, “either by a 
carrier whom he points out, or in the usual course of trade, this would 
be a completion, a making, of the contract, and it would be a 
Boston contract, whether he gave no note or a note payable in ( 61 ) 
Boston, or one ‘without express place of payment.” 2 Parsons 
Con., 586. 

The contract, then, being a Maryland contract, it is next insisted that 
it is one which a feme covert could have made in that State, and, there- 
fore, enforceable in the courts of North Carolina. We are by no means 
certain that the present contract is a valid one, according to the laws of 
Maryland, as the statute of that State seems to recognize the legal 
capacity of a married woman only to the extent of contracting with 
reference to property acquired by her “skill, industry, or personal labor.” 
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Assuming, however, that it is a valid contract in Maryland, we will 
proceed to the examination of the question whether it should be enforced 
by the courts of this State. | 
It is well settled that the law of one State has proprio vigore no force 
or authority beyond the jurisdiction of its own courts, and that what- 
ever effect is given to it by the courts of foreign countries or other States 
is the result of that international comity (more properly called private 
international law) which is the product of modern civilization. Horn- 
thal v. Burwell, 109 N. C., 10. It is left to each State or nation to say 
how far it will recognize this comity and to what extent it will be per- 
mitted to control its own laws. It has, however, been very generally 
settled that all matters bearing upon the execution, the interpretation 
and the validity of a contract are to be determined by the law of the 
place where the contract 1s made, and if valid there it is valid every- 
where. Taylor v. Sharp, 108 N. C., 377. An exception is maintained 
by some of the continental jurists as to the capacity of a contracting 
party, and they generally hold that the incapacity of the domicile 
attaches to and follows the person wherever he may go. We remarked 
in Taylor v. Sharp, supra, that this was not considered by Mr. 

(62) Justice Story (Conflict Laws, 103, 104) as the doctrine of the 
common law, and we also stated the conclusion of Gray, C. J., in 
Milliken v. Pratt, supra, that the general current of the English and 
American authorities is in favor of holding that a contract which by the 
law of the place is recognized as lawfully made by a capable person is 
valid everywhere, although the person would not under the law of the 
domicile be deemed capable of making it. The proposition, though 
denied by Dr. Wharton as to infants and femes covert (Conflict of Laws, 
112, 118), seems to be generally accepted in this country in so far as it 
relates to the enforcement of contracts in courts other than those of the 
domicile. If, for example, the plaintiffs were suing upon the present 
contract in the courts of Maryland, the defendant could not, it is thought, 
avail herself of the incapacity of her domicile, but. the lex loci contractus 
would prevail. But quite a different question is presented when the 
action is brought in, the forum of the domicile. In such a case a very 
important qualification of private international law is to be considered, 
and this is, that no State or Nation will enforce a foreign law which is 
contrary to its fixed and settled policy. In Bank v. Earle, 13 Peters, 
519, Chief Justice Taney, speaking for the Court, said: “The comity 
thus extended to other nations is no impeachment of sovereignty. It is 
the voluntary act of the nation by which it is offered, and is inadmissi- 
ble when contrary to its policy or prejudicial to its interests.” To the 
same effect is the language of Story, that no State will enforce a foreign 
law if it be “repugnant to its policy or prejudicial to its interests.” 
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Conflict of Laws, 37. That this qualifying principle is applicable to 
eases like the present is manifest, not only by reason and necessity, but 
also by the decisions of other courts. Even in Milliken v. Pratt, supra, 
in which the lea loci contractus is pushed to the extreme limit, it 

is suggested that where the incapacity of a married woman is ( 63 ) 
the settled policy of the State, “for the protection of its own 
citizens, it could not be held by the courts of that State to yield to the 
law of another State in which she might undertake to contract.” 

In Robertson v. Queen, 87 Tenn., 445, the contract was made by the 
feme defendant in Kentucky, where she resided and under whose laws 
she was capable of contracting. An action was brought in Tennessee, 
and the court held, as we did in the similar cases of Sharp v. Taylor, 
supra, and Wood c. Wheeler, 111 N. C., 231, that the plaintiff was 
entitled to recover. The Court, however, said: “If this were a suit 
against a married woman, a citizen of this State, on a contract made out 
of the State, there would be much force in the insistence of the 
defendant.” 

In Johnson v. Gawtry, 11 Mo. App., 322, it was held that where a 
married woman, having a separate estate in, land in Missouri, makes a 
contract in another State, her capacity to make the contract, and its 
validity, are to be determined by the law of Missouri in a suit in a 
Missouri court to enforce such contract. 

In Bank v. Williams, 46 Miss., 618, the contract was made in Lou- 
isiana, where it would have been valid against the feme defendant. The 
suit was brought in Mississippi, the place of her domicile, and under 
whose laws the contract was void by reason of her coverture. The 
opinion of the Court is very elaborate, and, although the special charac- 
ter of the Louisiana law is referred to, it is believed that its reasoning 
is of general application. The Court said: “It is the prerogative of the 
sovereignty of every country to define the conditions of its members, 
not merely its resident inhabitants, but others temporarily there, as to 
capacity and incapacity. But capacity or incapacity, as to acts done in 
a foreign country, where the person may be temporarily, will be 
recognized as valid, or not, in the forum of his domicile, as they ( 64 ) 
may infringe, or not, its interests, laws, and policies.” After 
speaking of the separate estate of the wife, and the statutes prescribing 
how it may be charged, the Court, referring to the foreign plaintiff, 
says: “But he must satisfy the court that his debt was such a charge 
upon her estate or its income as she had the power to make; otherwise, 
it would be a violation of the tenure—the conditions of her title—to 
allow him to subject it. But the creditor may say, ‘I cannot bring this 
debt within the terms defined by your law; nevertheless, it was such a 
contract as a married woman could make by the law of Louisiana. 
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Comity requires your courts to treat the contract precisely as Louisiana 
would, and I demand a judgment against the wife.’ ‘No,’ says the 
Court; ‘you cannot get here any fruit of a judgment; there is nothing 
subject to its payment, and our law affords no remedy against a married 
- woman in any of its courts, law or equity, except through a property 
which she has, and which must be pointed out by the creditor. We know 
of no such thing as a personal obligation, aside from and independent of 
a property which may discharge it.’ ” | | 
In North Carolina it has been conclusively determined that the com- 
mon-law disability of a feme covert still obtains, and that, except in the 
cases provided by statute, her promise, as was said by. Ruffin, J., is “as 
void as it ever was, with no power in any court to proceed to judgment 
against her in personam.” Dougherty v. Sprinkle, supra. The Consti- 
tution and laws made in pursuance thereof protect her separate estate 
and prescribe the manner in which she may dispose of or charge it, and 
the assent of the husband is generally necessary. 

This brief reference to our laws in respect to married women is suf- 
ficient to show that the enforcement of the present contract is wholly 

repugnant to our domestic policy, as well as prejudicial to the 
( 65 ) interests of our citizens. It is not pretended that the defendant 
has attempted to charge her separate estate in any manner pro- 

vided by our laws, and to hold that she may subject it to execution upon 
a personal judgment by reason of a promise made during a short visit 
to another State, or, as in this case, by a simple order for goods, would 
afford an easy method of charging her property in contravention of the 
public policy and laws of the domicile. It is further to be observed 
that in North Carolina, as a general rule, the written assent of the hus- 
band is necessary in order to give any effect whatever’ to her obligations; 
yet this wholesome provision may easily be evaded, even in the very 
presence of the husband and despite his protest, by a simple correspond- 
ence by the wife with parties in another State, which may technically 
amount to a foreign contract. In this way she could indirectly dispose 
of or charge all of her real or personal property, entirely freed from the 
restraint of her husband or the methods prescribed by the lex rez situs. 
We cannot assent to the proposition that a foreign law, thus introduced 
and so utterly subversive of the laws regulating a large amount of 
property within the limits of this State, will be recognized and enforced 
by our courts. | 

The courts of our State have perfect jurisdiction over all personal 
and real property within its limits belonging to the wife, and if our laws 
in respect to the manner in which it may be charged conflict with those 
of another State, 1t cannot be made a question in our own courts as to 
which shall prevail. It is certainly competent for any State to adopt 
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laws to protect its own property, as well as to regulate it, and “No 
nation,” says Story, “will suffer the laws of another to interfere with 
her own, to the injury of her citizens. That whether they do, or 
not, must depend on the condition of the country in which the ( 66 ) 
foreign law is sought to be enforeed—the particular nature of 
her legislation, her policy, and the character of her institutions. . . . 
That whenever a doubt does exist, the court which decides will prefer 
the laws of its own country to that of the stranger.” Conflict of 
Laws, 28. | | 

For the reasons given, we cannot recognize the present contract as an 
enforceable one in our courts. | 

We think his Honor was correct in his ruling that the plaintiffs were 
not entitled to recover. 

AFFIRMED. 


Cited: S.v. Wernwag, 116 N. C., 1063; Bank v. Howell, 118 N. C., 
274; Smith v. Ingram, 1380 N. C., 104, 110; Holshouser v. Copper Co., 
138 VN. C., 258; Willeamson v. Tel. Co., 151 N. C., 229; Bank v. Granite 
Co., 155 N. C., 45; Archbell v. Archbell, 158 N. C., 418: Bluthenthal v. 
Kennedy, 165 N. C., 373; Smith v. Hupress Co., 166 N. C., 158. 


J. M. MAYO anp Wire anp Trustee v. FARRAR & JONES. 
Married Woman—Trustee—Validity of Mortgage. 


1. Where land had been conveyed to a trustee in trust for the sole and separate 
use of F. M. (a feme covert) and her heirs, subject to her exclusive con- 
trol, with full power in ber to convey said property by deed or will—by 
will, as if she were a feme sole; by deed, in which her husband and trustee 
must unite; their receipt to be a full discharge to said trustee for all rents 
and profits; she to occupy and use said property as the full beneficial 
owner thereof—a mortgage given by the husband and wife upon said land, 
without the joinder of the trustee, was inoperative and void. 


2. When a feme covert, owning land under the limitation of a deed of settle- 
ment, acts under such settlement, she is not only subject to its express 
’ restrictions as to the manner of exercising such power as is granted to 
her, but she is dependent upon a strict construction of its terms for 
authority to make any disposition whatever of the property embraced 

in it. 


8. A party cannot in this Court assign as error the refusal of a judgment for 
which he did not ask below; and where, in an action to enjoin the sale of 
land which husband and wife had attempted to convey by way of mort- 
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gage to secure their notes, the defendant mortgagees, after resisting the 
injunction, demanded that the lands should be sold or that possession 
Should be given with perception of profits for the payment of the notes, 
but did not ask for judgment against the husband, either before or after 
adjudication of the invalidity of the mortgage, this Court will not modify 
the judgment so as to permit a recovery against him. 


(67) Appar at Fall Term, 1892, of Encxcomsn, from Shuford, J. 

The action was brought by husband and wife and trustee under ~ 
a deed of settlement to enjoin a sale under mortgage of feme plaintift’s 
land embraced in the settlement, because the trustee did not join in the 
deed. The land subsequently conveyed by the husband and wife to the 
defendant had belonged to the husband, but had been conveyed (by way 
of compensation for lands of the wife sold for the husband’s benefit) to 
W. T. Mayo, in trust, however, for the sole and separate use of the said 
Florence L. Mayo and her heirs, subject to her exclusive control, with 
full power in her to convey said property by deed or will—by will, as 
if she were a feme sole; by deed, in which her husband and trustee must 
unite; their receipt to be a full discharge to said trustee for all rents 
and profits: she to gece, and use said property as the full beneficial 
owner thereof. 

The complaint recited the deed to W. T. Mayo in trust for Piorexies L., 
the feme covert, and the mortgage by which the husband and wife 
attempted to convey the lands to secure the individual debt of her hus- 
band, which mortgage the plaintifis claimed to be invalid for lack of 
the amides of the trustee. 

The defendants, in their answer, denied that the indebtedness intended 
to be secured by the mortgage was all thé.indebtedness of the husband, 
but. that $1,255 thereof was for advances made by defendants to J. M. 
Mayo and wife, and $2,000 thereof was advanced at the time of taking 
the mortgage to enable Mayo and wife to carry on their agricultural 

operations, and that the said sum of $2,000 was used for said 
( 68 ) purpose and to remove to Florida, woos ey soon became and 
are now residents. 

Defendants admitted that W. T. Mayo, trustee, did not join in the 
mortgage, but insisted that it was not void on that account, but that 
the feme plaintiff, being the beneficial owner and entitled to the use, 
occupation and profits of the land, which were not restricted by the 
terms of the trust, could and did convey the same by mortgage. 

Upon the trial ‘the plaintiffs moved for judgment on the pleadings, 
the allegations of the answer being taken pro confesso, on the ground 
that the mortgage was invalid. Defendants resisted the motion and 
asked for judgment and that the lands be charged with the payment 
thereof, and that if this relief should not be granted, then the use, occu- 
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pation, rents and profits, which were not restricted by the terms of the 
trust, should be charged with the payment thereof, and a receiver be 
| appointed to collect and apply the rents, etc., to dhe satisfaction of 
the debt. 

The court adjudged the deed of mortgage to be invalid, inoperative 
and void, by reason of the failure of the trustee to join therein, and 
that it was ineffectual to charge the separate personal property of the 
feme plaintiff, or the rents and profits of the land, with the payment of 
the debt. From this judgment the defendants appealed. 


Don Gilliam for plaintiffs. 
Fred. Philips and John L Bridgers for defendants, 


Avery, J. The Court said (Ruffin, J., delivering the apnea in 
Hardy v. Holly, 84 N. C., 661: “We must take it to be the settled law 
of this State, at least, that a married woman, as to her separate property, 
is to be deemed a fome sole only to the extent of the power expressly 
given in the deed of settlement. Her power ‘of disposition is not | 
absolute, but limited to the mode and manner pointed to in the ( 69 ) 
instrument, and when that is silent she is powerless.” ‘True, the 
feme plaintiff reserved “full power to convey by deed or will—by will, as 
if she were a feme sole; by deed, in which her husband and trustee must 
unite.’ The mode of conveyance pbdinted out in explicit terms is by 
deed, in which husband, wife and trustee “must” all join; and as it is 
obvious that the restrictions upon her power have been disregarded by 
the attempt to convey without the joinder of the trustee, we must 
either hold the mortgage inoperative as a conveyance of her separate 
land, or overrule Hardy's case, supra. In that case the feme sole 
reserved the power to remove the trustee and appoint another, and to 
direct the trustee, in writing, as to all sales of*her property or reinvest- 
ments of the fund arising from such sales, yet a mortgage deed made by 
her and her husband, the trustee failing to unite with them, was declared 
void and a sale under it enjoined, as in this case in the court below, and 
the decree was upon appeal affirmed in this Court. = | 

Where a feme covert-derives title in any manner other than under the 
limitation of a deed of settlement, she can alien her estate in land only 
by joinder of her husband in the conveyance, with privy examination in 
conformity to the statute. Clayton v. Rose, 87 N. C., 106; Thurber v. 
LaRoque, 105 N. C., 301; Farthing v. Shields, 106 N. C., 289. When 
she acts under such settlement, she is not only subject to its express 
restrictions as to the manner of exercising such power as is granted to 
her, but she is dependent upon a strict construction of its terms for 
authority to make any disposition whatever of the property embraced 
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in it. Kemp v. Kemp, 85 N. C., 491; Hardy v. Holly, supra. This 
Court is classified by a prominent text writer as one of those that 
(70) “regard the wife’s power over her separate estate as resulting 
not from the existence of the equitable separate estate itself, but 
_ from the permissive provisions of the instrument creating such estate.” 
3 Pom. Eq. Jur., sec. 1105; 7b., p. 30, note 1. 

As we understand the statement of the case, though the averments of 
the answer were admitted to be true, the defendants did not move the 
court at the hearing for judgment against J. M. Mayo, the husband, on 
the notes admitted to have been executed by him, but, after resisting the 
prayer of plaintiffs for injunction, demanded a judgment against hus- 
band and wife, charging the lands described in the mortgage with the 
payment, or for the possession of said land with perception of profits in 
satisfaction of the debt. They could not, after judgment, assign as 
error the refusal of a judgment for which they did not ask. When they 
failed to move the court for judgment against J. M. Mayo, the judge 
was warranted in assuming that defendants did not, for reasons satis- 
factory to themselves, desire any relief in addition to that specifically 
mentioned. It would be unjust to the court below, and impose costs 
wrongfully upon plaintifis, should we direct the judgment to be so modi- 
fied as to permit a recovery against the husband, when his Honor would 
doubtless have so ordered upon a bare suggestion at the hearing before 
him. The judgment is , 

AFFIRMED. 


Cited: Monroe v. Trenholm, post, 640; Broughton v. Lane, 113 N. C., 
18, 19; Kirby v. Boyette, 116 N. C., 167; S. c., 118 N. C., 254, 256; 
Cameron v. Hicks, 141 N. C., 28. 


a 


(71) ae | 
AUGUSTUS MAGGETT y. E. E. ROBERTS. 


Suit for Pa Marriage pene of Register to 
Ltecord—A ppeal. 


1. A blank marriage license, though signed by the register of deeds, is not 
issued until filled up and handed to the person who is to be married, or to 
some one for him; and if at the time of such issuance the register has 
become functus officio, the failure to record it does not render him liable to 
the penalty imposed by sections 1818 and 1819 of The Code for failure to 
record the substance of each marriage license issued. 
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2. If the filling up and handing the paper previously signed to the party pro- 
posing to be married was done, not by the register, but by an agent, and at 
the time the register was functus officio, the paper would be equally 
invalid because lacking the signature of a de pan register, and there 
could be no penalty for not recording it. 


8. The presumption is that a marriage license, signed by a register of deeds, 


was issued during his term of office. The burden of proving the contrary 
is on the party asserting it. 


4. A marriage is not invalid because solemnized without a license or under an 
illegal license. 


5. If a party to a marriage is under the age authorized by law, the register 
cannot excuse himself from liability because his deputy or agent made 
proper inquiry, if he did not make the inguiry himself. The trust is per- . 
sonal to him. 

6. A ruling in this Court, on a former appeal, that the lower court ought to 
have sustained a demurrer to one of the causes of action set up in the 
complaint, did not warrant that court in excluding evidence on such cause 
of action as res judicata, but it should have entered judgment sustaining 
the demurrer, and then might have permitted the plaintiff to amend. 


ApprsL from Brown, J., at Spring Term, 1892, of NortHamprTon. 

The plaintiff sought to recover from the defendant, former register of 
deeds of said county, the penalties imposed by sections 1818 and 1819 of 
The Code, for breach of official duty. The complaint alleged 
three causes of action: (1) failure to record the issuance and, ( 72 ) 
the substance of a license alleged to have been issued. by defend- 
ant, during his term of office, for the marriage of William Parker and 
Mary Sykes; (2) similar default in relation to the license for the mar- 
riage of John Harris and Cintha Garner; (3) the issuance of a license 
for the marriage of Henry Futrell and Roxana Lassiter, dated during 
his term of office, without having received or having on file the written 
consent of the mother of Roxana, who was alleged to be under 16 years 
of age. Defendant denied that he had issued the licenses named in the 
first and second causes of action, and as a defense to the third cause 
pleaded that it was res judicata, setting up the judgment of this Court 
in State on relation of Maggett v. Roberts, 108 N. C., 174. 

The testimony was to the following effect: That the defendant went 
out of office as register of deeds on 20 December, 1886; that before the 
expiration of his term he signed in blank and delivered to several justices 
of the peace marriage licenses, to be filled up by them as occasion might 
require; that the Parker-Sykes license was filled up by the justice of the 
peace who married the parties on 25 February, 1887, sixty-five days 
after defendant went out of office; that the Harris-Garner marriage was 
solemnized 22 December, two “eee after defendant’s term expired. The 
defendant’s name was signed to the license and the words, “To J. W. 
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Grant, Esq.,” in the body of the license, were in the handwriting of 
defendant, but the remaining part of the blank was filled out in the 
handwriting of the justice, J. W. Grant, who married the parties. It 
was admitted that there was no record of the issuance or of the sub- 

stance of the license for either the Parker-Sykes or the Harris- 
( 73) Garner license. 

The court instructed the j jury that if the facts testified to were 
true, the license was void; that the register of deeds could not delegate 
such authority while in office, and, if he could do so, such authority 
terminated with the expiration of his office. Upon the issues submitted 
the jury found that the defendant did not issue the Parker-Sykes and 
the Harris-Garner licenses. Testimony as to the Futrell-Lassiter license 
was excluded, upon the ground that the cause of action thereon was res 
judicata, to which plaintiff excepted. 

Judgment being rendered for Hue defendant, the e plaintiff abe 


L. B. Peebles for plaintiff. 
B.S. Gay for defendant. 


Crank, J. When the blank signed by the register was handed to his 
agent it was not a marriage license. It was a valueless piece of paper. 
When filled out by such agent and handed to the party who was to use 
it, it was then “issued.” Should either party named in the license be 
under 18 years of age, any inquiry in such respect made by such agent, 
however diligent and careful, would not absolve the register from lia- 
bility by failure himself to ‘nalke such inquiry, it being a trust, personal 
to him, under The Code, secs. 1814, 1816. Cole v. Laws, 108 N. C., 185. 

If at the time the license was jacuied, 1. @, was filled up and ica to 
the party who was to be married, or to some one for him, the person 
who signed it had then ceased to be register, the paper would not be a 
valid license, and whatever deception he might be guilty of, or whatever 
other liability he might thereby incur, he would not be liable under The 
Code, secs. 1818, 1819, for failure to record the substance of such paper. 

If the issue, 7. ¢., the filling up and handing the paper previously 
( 74) signed to the party proposing to be married, was done not by the 

register, but by an agent, and at that time the register was functus 
officio the paper would be equally invalid, because lacking the signature 
of one then a de facto register, and there could. be no penalty for not re- 
cording it. The marriage under an invalid license, or with no license, as 
has been repeatedly held, would be good, if valid in other respects. The 
Code, sec. 1812; S. v. Robbins, 28 N. C., 23; S. v. Parker, 106 N. C.,, 
711. The only effect of marrying a couple without a legal license is to 
subject the officer or minister to the penalty of $200 prescribed by The 


84 


N.C.] FEBRUARY TERM, 1893 


MAGGETT v. ROBERTS 


Code, sec. 1817. S. v. Parker and S. v. Robbins, supra. The presump- 
tion is, of course, that the license was issued during the term of office 
of the person signing it, when it is in evidence that he had been an in- 
cumbent of that office. The burden is on the party asserting the con- 
trary. | 

Applying these principles to our case, the evidence is uncontradicted 
that the defendant ceased to be register of deeds on 20 December, 1886, 
and that the license for the marriage of William Parker and Mary Sikes 
was on 25 February, 1887, filled out and, handed to Parker by the minis- 
ter to whom such blanks, together with others, all signed by the defend- 
- ant,-had been given by the defendant to be used when needed, and for 
any one desiring to be married. | | 

The marriage was, of course, valid. The minister was lable for the 
penalty prescribed for marrying without license. The defendant, how- 
ever, could not be held liable for not recording a paper which, though 
signed by him, was not a license because issued after he was functus 
aN 

The marriage of John Harris and Cintha Garner took place on 22 
December, 1886, two days after the defendant went out of office. The 
presumption was that the license was issued when the defendant 
was in office and, if so, he was liable to the penalty sued for on (75 ) 
account of his failure to record the substance of the license at the 
time of issue. The mere fact that the marriage was solemnized two 
days after the date when the defendant went out of office was not sufh- 
cient evidence of itself and unsupported to go to the jury to rebut the 
presumption that it was legally issued, 2 ¢., during his term. It was 
error to refuse the plaintiff’s prayer to that effect. 

When this case was here on a former appeal, 108 N. C., 174, the — 
Court held, citing Bowles v. Cochran, 93 N. C., 398, that the court below 
should have sustained the demurrer to the third cause of action for fail- 
ure to allege that the license to a person under eighteen years of age was 
issued “knowingly or without reasonable inquiry.” When the case sub- 
sequently came up for trial below, the court excluded any evidence upon 
that cause of action upon the ground that it was res judicata. This was 
error. The court below, in accordance with the opinion here, should 
have reversed the former ‘action of that court and have entered judgment 
sustaining the demurrer, and thereupon the plaintiff might have been 
permitted to amend by inserting those words. The Code, secs. 272 and 
273. There was no adjudication here beyond the ruling that there was 
error in not having sustained the demurrer below. Even had the court 
below, either before or after the appeal, sustained the demurrer and dis- 
missed the action, this judgment, being not upon the merits but merely 
for omission of a material allegation in the complaint, could not be 
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pleaded as res judicata to a new action brought to enforce the same right. 
Gould on Pleading, 445. A fortiori there is not res judicata when the 
same action is pending and no judgment, on the demurrer has yet been 
entered up. The omission of the material allegation that the license was 
issued for the marriage of a person under eighteen years of age, 
(76) “knowingly, and without reasonable inquiry,” seems to have been 
due to the fact that the copy of the license appended to the com- 
plaint, as an exhibit, recites the age of the female at sixteen. This raises 
a very strong presumption that the license was issued “knowingly,” but 
it 1s not conclusive, as it may be shown that such entry was inadvertent, 
or was a mere clerical error, or that the girl, in fact, was over eighteen. 
At any rate, it is not an allegation, as required, but a mere inference to 
be drawn, and, therefore, demurrable on that ground as argumentative. 
As the case goes back, however, it is proper to say that an amendment 
now by the court below to make the allegation direct, if asked for by the’ 
plaintiff, would be in accordance with the spirit of The Code, especially 
as the plaintiff, by taking a nonsuit as to that cause of action, could 
bring a new action for the same cause within a year with the omitted 
words supplied in the new complaint. 
Per Curtam. Error. 


In rE VENIE 8S. HAYES (Wipow). 


Widow’s Year’s Allowance—Construction of Statute—Number of 
Dependent Family. | 


The purpose of sections 2116 and 2117 of The Code is to provide for the de- 
pendent family of the deceased residing with the widow at the death of 
her husband, and not at the date of her application; and, therefore, where, 
according to the report of the commissioners, two children under fifteen 
years of age resided with the widow at the death of her husband, and one 
died before the application for year’s provision was filed: Held, that the 
widow was entitled, under the statute, to an allowance for two children. 


(77)  Pxrrrrton for a year’s provision under the statute heard, on 
appeal, before Shuford, J., at Spring Term, 1892, of Gates. 
At the time of the death of T. E. Hayes, September, 1891, he left 
him surviving and living in his house his said widow and four children 
under the age of fifteen years, of which children two were the children 
of the petitioner and two were the children of a former wife. 
The petitioner continued to live in the husband’s house with his 
- family, including his children by his former wife, until the death of one 
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of her own children, in December, and she soon thereafter removed with 
her remaining child, and was living to herself when, in February, 1892, 
she filed her application. 

The commissioners found the number of the family, under the statute, 
to consist of the widow and her own two children, one of which had died, 
as above stated, before the application was made for her year’s Geico: 
and they allowed the petitioner $500, less the amount used of husband’s 
estate after his death by her. 

The administrator excepted to the report on the ground that under 
the above statement of facts, the commissioners ought to have found that 
the family consisted only of the widow and one child, and that they 
ought to have allowed her only four hundred dollars, less amount of 
estate of husband used after his death by her. 

The clerk sustained the exception and modified the report accordingly, 
and the petitioner appealed to the Superior Court. 

The judge on appeal overruled the judgment of the clerk, and the 
' administrator appealed. 


W. D. Pruden for petitioner. 
L. L. Smith for administrator. 


MacRasz, J. We see no reason why we should disregard the (78 ) 
plain words of the statute and restrict the allotment of the year’s 
support, as contended for by the administrator, to the measure of the 
family at the time of the application. 

Section 2116 of The Code provides that “every widow of an intestate 

shall be entitled, besides her distributive share in her hus- 
band’s personal estate, to an allowance therefrom for the support of 
herself and her family ‘for one year after his decease.” The next section 
fixes the amount, and section 2119 (that which we are now to construe) 
defines the word “family” to be “besides the widow, every child either 
of the deceased or of the widow, and every other person to whom the 
deceased or widow stood in the place of a parent, who was residing with 
the deceased at his death and whose age did not then exceed fifteen 
years.” 

The widow seems not to have claimed that the allotment should be 
made to cover the two children by the former marriage who were part of 
the family at the death of the intestate, as no mention of them is made 
in the record. The facts of this case afford an apt illustration of the 
reason why the section should receive a literal interpretation. The pro- 
vision was made for widows in 1796, because under the then existing 
laws it was in the power of the administrator to expose to sale the whole 
crop and provisions of the deceased, and thereby deprive the widow of 
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the means of subsistence for herself and family. It was personal to her, 
and if she died pending the proceedings and before the allotment, it 
abated and could not be laid off to the children. Hx parte Dunn, 63 
N. C., 137, and cases cited. Its purpose, as said in Kimball v. Deming, 
27 N. C., 418, “was to make provision for the pressing wants of the 
widow personally, and to enable her at that mournful juncture to keep 
her family about her for a short season, and prevent the necessity of 
scattering her children abroad, until time were allowed for selecting 
suitable situations for them.” | 
(79) The number of children residing in the family at the death 
of the intestate, according to the report of the commissioners, 
was two. The amount of the allotment was fixed by the statute and 
was personal to the widow. How necessary must it have been to her 
then, when the death of her husband was followed probably by the sick- 
ness, and soon by the death, of one of the children—this sad event, we 
may well presume, entailing more of expense and of immediate neces- 
sity upon her than the amount of the allowance to her on account of | 
the child! 

We cannot conclude that it was the intention of the statute to deprive 
the widow of this portion of the allowance because of the death of the 
child before the filing of her petition. 

AFFIRMED. 


Cited: Hollomon v. Hollomon, 125 N. C., 34; Drewry v. Bank, 173 
N. C., 667. 


4 


WILLIAM RICH v. RUFUS HOBSON. 


Claim and Delivery—Demand—-Possession of Crop. 


1. Where in his answer in an action of claim and delivery, the defendant 
tenant denies that the crop, for the possession of which the action is 
brought, is vested in the plaintiff landlord, such denial avoids the neces- 
sity of proving a demand before the commencement of the action. 


2. Where, in a contract between the landlord and tenant, no time was fixed 
for the division of the crop, the landlord was not obliged to wait until 
the whole crop had been gathered, but had a right to bring his action for 
the possession of the crop before it was fully harvested. 


Onaim AND pexivery, tried before Bryan, J., and a jury, at Spring 
Term, 1892, of FRranwKiin. 
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This action was commenced on 16 October, 1891, and claim and de- 
livery proceedings taken out the same day, under which the crops were 
seized by the sheriff for the plaintiff the same day, but the de- 
fendant gave the undertaking and retained the crop. No demand ( 80 ) 
was made by the plaintiff upon the defendant for the crop, or 
any part thereof, or the payment of his account before the action was 
commenced. The crop was being gathered by the defendant at the time 
of the commencement of the action, but had not been prepared for mar- 
ket, except some tobacco, which the plaintiff sold and for which he 
accounted with the defendant. Only a portion of the cotton had been 
gathered from the patch, but none of it had been picked. After the 
commencement of the action, and before the trial thereof, the defendant, 
as he gathered the crop and prepared the same for market, delivered 
to the plaintiff the one-half thereof, which the plaintiff received in 
settlement of his share of the crop, but. it was agreed that this should — 
be without prejudice to this action, and the plaintiff and defendant 
together, out of the proceeds of the crop, should settle for the guano. 

The contract between the parties is as follows: 


Know all men by these presents that I, William Rich, of the first 
part, have bargained with Rufus Hobson, of the second part, for the 
year 1891, on the following terms: That he, the said Rufus Hobson, 
is to be as common tenant on halves for all the crops grown in the present 
year, and I, the said William Rich, am to furnish the said Rufus: Hob- 
son two plow horses or mules and one oxen, together with good tools, 
ete., and he is to furnish provisions to the amount of one hundred and 
fifty dollars; and I, the said Rufus Hobson, do hereby bind myself and 
pledge my word and honor to work to the best of my ability in 
all the crops, and to take care of all the teams and tools in my ( 81 ) 
care, or should I fail to do so the said William Rich shall have 
power to take charge of the crop and team and work to his advantage. 
We hereby both agree to comply with the above contract. 

In testimony set our hands and seals, this 9 January, 1891. 

Rurvus Hosson. 
7 Wm. Ricx. 

Witness: A. Hryron. | 


The court submitted the following issues: 

1. Is the plaintiff the owner and entitled to the possession of the crops 
made on plaintiff’s land? 

2. Did the defendant Hobson dispose of or consume any part of the 
crop raised on the land of plaintiff and in which plaintiff had an interest 

before the commencement of this action ? 
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8. What was the value of the crop at the time of the commencement 
of this action? 

4, What is the amount due the plaintiff on his account for supplies? 

5. What damage has the defendant sustained by reason of the alleged 
failure of the plaintiff Rich to comply with his part of the contract? 


The defendant admitted that the value of his share of the crop was 
equal to the amount of the account which the plaintiff claimed, so the 
third issue was not submitted to the jury. It was agreed that the answer. 
to the fourth issue should be $140.04, with interest from 16 October, 
1891, till paid, less $4.40. The court reserved the first issue and sub- 
mitted to the jury the second and fifth issues. To the second issue the 


jury responded, “No,” and to the fifth issue, “Seventy-five dollars.” 


The court then answered the first issue “Yes,” to which the defendant 
excepted, and then gave judgment for plaintiff, to which the 
( 82) defendant excepted and appealed. 


F. 8. Sprutl and Batchelor & Devereux for plainteff. 
O. M. Cooke and W. M. Person for defendant. 


Burwett, J. The answer of the defendant expressly denied that the 


-erop, for the possession of which this action is brought, was vested in 


the plaintiff. This denial avoided the necessity for any demand before 
the commencement of the action. Under the provisions of section 1754 
of The Code a tenant holds the actual possession of a crop for and in 
behalf of the landlord in whom it is “deemed and held to be vested in 
possession” until all rents and advancements are paid. Hence, such 
being the relation of the parties, the denial by defendant of his land- 
lord’s title to the crop, as in cases where a principal sues his agent and 
the latter denies the agency, “raises a state of antagonism inconsistent 
with the purpose of a demand,” and “is tantamount to saying that any 
demand would have been an idle ceremony.” Waddell v. Swann, 91 
N. C., 105; Wiley v. Logan, 95 N. C., 358. 

It is further contended that this action cannot be maintained because 
when it was commenced only a portion of the crop had been gathered, 
and none of it had been disposed of or consumed, and, therefore, the 
plaintiff, though the owner of it according to the provisions of The Code 
(section 1754), was not entitled to the possession. 

In the contract between the parties no time was fixed for the division 
of the crop. Hence the landlord was not obliged to wait till the whole 
crop was gathered. Smith v. Tindall, 107 N. C., 88. And besides, the 

defendant’s denial of his landlord’s right entitled the latter to 
(83) maintain this action. Invingston v. Farish, 89 N. C., 140... 
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It is stated that the defendant excepted to the judgment rendered 
against him. No specific exception was filed, and the case does not point 
out the error complained of, and none was called to our attention on 
the argument. 

No ERROR. 


Cited: Heath v. Morgan, 117 N. C., 508; Moore v. Hurtt, 124 
N.C., 29. 


J. C. FEREBEE et at. v. 8S. H. PRITCHARD er At. 


Partition—Deed in Fraud of Marital Rights—Constructive Notice— 
New Trial. 


1. A voluntary conveyance of her property by a woman in contemplation of 
marriage, which afterwards takes place, is a fraud upon her husband 
if he be not apprised of the existence of the deed. 


2. Actual notice of a deed made after the marriage engagement and without 
the prospective husband’s consent will not affect his rights; @ fortiori, 
constructive notice arising from the registration of such a deed fourteen 
days before the marriage could not have that effect. 


3. The fact that such deed is made for the benefit of children of a former 
marriage, who were innocent of the fraud, does not change the rule above 
noted. 


4. The defendant, whose wife is dead and who seeks to avoid a deed made 
by her. as a fraud upon his marital rights, is a competent witness to prove 
that the signature to a letter in which she promised to marry him was in 
her own handwriting, it not being a “transaction” with a deceased person 
within the meaning of section 590 of The Code. 


5. This Court, in granting or refusing an application for a new trial, for 
newly discovered testimony, will do so without discussing the facts upon 
which the same is based. 


Petition for partition, commenced before the clerk and transferred 
for trial to the Superior Court of Currituck, and tried before Hoke, J., 
and a jury, at Fall Term, 1892. 

Plaintiffs introduced deed from Mary J. Northern to her chil- ( 84 ) 
dren, W. D. Northern and others, and to such other child or 
children as she might have by any marriage thereafter, etc. 

Feme plaintiff and the Northerns are the same parties named in the 
‘ deed as the children of Mary J., and’ the defendants, other than E. W. 
Holt, are the children of Mary J. and her second husband, E. W. Holt. 
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At the time the deed was executed the children by said Holt were not 
in esse; Mary J. Northern and E. W. Holt were married 22 September, 
1866; the deed was executed 27 August, 1866, and recorded 8 September, 
1866. Holt and wife were actually possessed of land during coverture. 
The lands conveyed by the deed are the same as described in petition or 
complaint, and both plaintiffs and defendants (other than K. W. Holt) 
claim under the deed from Mary J. Northern. 

Defendant, E. W. Holt, testified that he had no notice of the deed of 
Mary J. N orthern until after the suit was brought; that he never con- 
sented to the same; that after the death of his wife, December, 1891, he 
might have written J. C. Ferebee that he was willing for the deed to 
stand as his wife had intended; that afterwards he offered plaintiffs, 
if they would allow his children by Mary J., his wife, to come in as 
tenants in common, he would be satisfied, but this was before he had 
consulted counsel or had any information as to his marital rights in the 
land mentioned in the deed. He then offered a letter from Mary J. 
Northern, whom he afterwards married, which was as follows: 


20 October, 1865. 
Mr. Horr:—I have made up my mind to marry you anyhow, don’t 
matter what anybody says; I have made up my mind to that effect, 
they may say what they please. 
Yours truly, Mary J. Nortuern. 


(85) Defendant testified that he knew the handwriting of his wife, 

and the letter and signature were in her own handwriting. Plain- 
tiffs objected to the introduction of the paper, but it was allowed, and 
plaintiffs excepted. 

A. J. Davis was introduced in behalf of defoudank E. W. Holt, and 
testified he visited Mary J. Northern during 1866, and KE. W. Holt was 
there, and was employed by her to manage and superintend her farming; 
that he and she seemed to be intimate; that he visited Mary J. Northern 
until after July, 1866, and Ue because it was no use for him to 
continue. 

The plaintiffs introduced J. C. Ferebee, who testified he went to see 
E. W. Holt shortly after the death of his wife; that he said to Holt, 
“T suppose you are aware your wife made a deed of all her lands to 
her children?” and he readily replied, “Yes”; that Holt told witness at 
Currituck courthouse he would be satisfied if his children were allowed 
to come in equally with plaintiffs, that the. deed should remain as his 
wife desired; that the offer was not accepted by the plaintiffs, or by any 
one for them; that Holt wrote witness after above conversation that he . 
was willing that the deed should remain as his wife me00 it, conveying 
the lands to all her children. 
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The issues agreed upon were as follows: 

1. Are the defendants (children of Mary J. by KE. W. + Holt) tenants 
in common with the plaintiffs? 

9. Was there a contract of marriage between Mary J. Northern and 
E. W. Holt on 27 August, 1886? 

3. If so, did the defendant, E. W. Holt, marry Mary J. Northern 
without notice of the deed, etc. ? 

4. If so, did he consent to the said deed after his marriage with said 
Mary J. Northern? | 

The court charged the jury that upon all the evidence they ( 86 ) 
should answer the first issue “Yes”; that there was no evidence 
of defendant, E. W. Holt, consenting to the deed, and that the jury 
should answer the fourth issue “No.” . 

The court on the second issue submitted to the jury the paper-writing 
introduced by defendant Holt, and evidence of A. J. Davis, and the 
other evidence pertinent offered by plaintiff and defendant, and charged 
the jury if they believed from the evidence the defendant Holt and 
Mary J. Northern were engaged to be married at the time the deed 
was executed they should answer the third issue, “Yes.” 

There was verdict for the defendants, and from. oe judgment aon 
the plaintiffs appealed. 


Grady & Aydlett for plaintiff's. 
W. D. Pruden for defendants. 


SHePHeErp, C. J. “It is now clearly settled in this State that a volun- 
tary conveyance of her property by a woman in contemplation of a mar- 
riage which afterwards takes place is a fraud upon her husband, if he 
be not apprised of the existence of the deed.” Spencer v. Spencer, 56 
N. C., 404; Logan v. Simmons, 38 N. C., 487; Tesdale v. Barley, 41 
N. C., "358; Deere. Gillespie, 58 N. C., 958: Goodson 6. Whitfield, 40 . 
N. C., 163; Baker v. Jordan, 73 N. C., 145. In the present case it is 
icind: by the j jury that on 27 August, 1886 (the date of the execution of 
the deed from Mary J. Northern to her children by a former marriage), 
there was a subsisting contract of marriage between the said Mary and 
the defendant, E. W. Holt, which contract was consummated on the 22d 
of the following month. It is further found by the jury that the said 
Holt had no knowledge at the time of his marriage of the said deed, 
and that he has never assented to the same. Under these cir- 
cumstances it would seem very plain that the deed is voidable ( 87 ) 
by the husband as a fraud upon his marital rights; but it 1s 
insisted that.as it was registered some fourteen days béfore the marriage 
the husband was affected with constructive notice and that the principle 
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deducible from the foregoing authorities is therefore inapplicable. The 
plaintifi’s counsel was unable to produce any authority to show that the 
doctrine of constructive notice has been extended to cases of this char- 
acter. On the contrary, it has been decided by this Court (Poston »v. 
Gillespie, supra) that even actual notice before the’ marriage will not 
affect the husband’s rights provided the deed be made without his con- 
sent after the engagement. In this case the deed was executed after 
the engagement, and, as actual notice would not have prevented the hus- 
band from avoiding it, a fortiort constructive notice could not have 
that effect. 

It is next insisted that there is a distinction in cases where the deed 
is made for the benefit of children by a former marriage who have no 
knowledge of the fraud. It is sufficient to say that this Court has re- 
peatedly held the law to be otherwise. In Tisdale v. Batley, supra, 
Ruffin, C. J., in reference to this very question, remarked: “As to the 
idea that the children can hold under the deed upon the ground of their 
innocence of any fraud, it is altogether inadmissible. Lord Chief Jus- 
tice Wilmot said, in Bridgeman v. Greene (Wilson’s Notes, 64), that, 
though not a party to an imposition, whoever receives anything by 
means of it must take it tainted with the imposition: partitioning and 
cantoning it out among relatives and friends will not purify the gift and 
protect it against the equity of the person imposed upon. Let the hand 
receiving it be ever so chaste, yet, said he, if it comes through a polluted 
channel the obligation of restitution will follow it.” Goodson v. What- 

field and Logan v. Summons, supra. | 
(88) The exceptions to the charge of the court cannot be sustained. 

There was no evidenee that the husband had notice of or con- 
sented to the execution of the deed before his marriage; nor does it ap- 
pear that he has, since the death of his wife, ever unequivocally con- 
sented to the same or done any other act by which he is precluded from 
relief. Weare also of the opinion that the testimony of A. J. Davis and 
the letter of Mrs. Northern to E. W. Holt were sufficient to warrant the 
jury in finding that there was a contract of marriage between the parties 
at the date of the execution of the deed. The objection that Holt was 
incompetent as a witness to prove that the signature to the letter in 
which Mrs. Northern promised to marry him was in her handwriting 
cannot be sustained. It was not a “transaction” with a deceased person 
within the meaning of section 590 of The Code. Rush v. Steed, 91 
N. C., 226. | | 

As to the motion for a new trial on the ground of newly discovered 
evidence, we have carefully examined the affidavit of the plaintiffs and 
after due consideration have concluded that it does not present a gase 
which calls for the intervention of the Court. In Brown v. Mitchell, 

94 


N.C] FEBRUARY TERM, 1893" 


WATERS v.. MELSON: 


102 N.-C:, 347, we stated “that this Court will, as a rule, in future grant 
or refuse such motions without discussing the facts embodied in the 
petitions or affidavits of the moving party, as we cannot see that any 
good will be accomphshed by contributing another to the volumes that 
have been written upon the exercise of legal discretion in aocLee ques- 
tions raised by applications for new trials.” : 

“Upon an examination of the whole record we find 

No ERRor. | | 


Cited: Bright v. Marcom, 121 N. C., 87; Herndon v. BR. R., ib., 499; 
8. v, Council, 129 N. C., 516; McHwan v. Brown, 176 N. C., 252. 
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E. C. WATERS Er AL, V. ANN B. MELSON, ADMINISTRATRIX or a: A. MELSON 
ET ALS. ‘ 


Clerk of Superior Court—Receiver—Liability of Sureties. 


1.: Where, in an order of court spoons “J. A. M.; clerk of the: Superior 

Court,” receiver of infants’ estate, the word “as” was omitted before the 

words. “Clerk of the. Superior Court”: Held, that the intention of the 

court to appoint M. as receiver in his. official capacity, was sufficiently 

indicated. | | Oo 7 7 a 

2. Under Laws: 1868, ch..201 (Battle’s Revisal, ch. 58, sec. 22), the court has 

authority to appoint a clerk of the Superior Court receiver of infants’ 

. estate, etc., and the sureties on his official bond are liable for any breach 
of his duties as such receiver. 


8. The burden is upon a-receiver and his siretiss to show that. he used due 
_ diligence in investing the money: in his hands. 


Appwat Bon H oe, J., at Fall Term, 1892, of WasHmnerTon, 

The action was brought against the dotendeais as administratrix aa 
sureties on the official bond of James A. Melson, clerk of the Superior 
Court, to recover $662.80, with interest from 17 February, 1873, which 
went into the hands of the said J. A. Melson under the order of court 
at Spring Term, 1873, appointing him receiver of the estate of the 
minor children of A. qT. Waters, déceased. The appointment was made 
on the petition of J. J. Martin, solicitor (on presentment of grand jury), 
in behalf of the said minor children, who were without nepenvaees and 
was as follows: = 
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“It appearing to the court that Ernest C. and W. J. Waters are minor 
heirs of A. T. Waters, residing in Washington County, and are without 
guardian, it is ordered that James A. Melson, clerk of the Superior 
Court of Washington County, be appointed receiver to and for the same 
Ernest C. and W. J. Waters, with power and authority to take into his 

_ possession all of the property and estate of the said Ernest C. and 

(90) W. J. Waters, and report to the next term of this court, and 

invest the same in the meantime subject to the order of this 
court.” 

The complaint alleged also that the said Melson failed to invest the 
money as required by order of the court, and. failed to pay over the same 
to plaintifis, ete. 

It was admitted by the defendants that the matters and things set 
forth in the complaint were true, except that Melson was appointed 
receiver in his capacity of clerk, or that he received the money shortly 
after his appointment, or that he could have by proper diligence invested 
it, and it was agreed that issues as to the date of the receipt of the money 
and as to Melson’s ability to have invested it should be submitted to a 
jury, and that all other issues of law or fact, should such arise, should 
be passed upon by the judge. 

The relators introduced testimony tending to show that James A. 
Melson, the intestate of the defendant, Ann B. Melson, received from an 
insurance company about 15 April, 1873, for the use of the'relators, the 
sum of $662.80, and that said money was burnt or stolen when the court- 
house was burnt on 15 May of the same year. 

The defendants introduced no testimony. 

His Honor instructed the jury that if Melson had the money on hand 
as long as a month, or near that, and was under direction to Invest it, 
and failed to do so ‘before it was burnt or stolen, this would put on the 
defendants the burden of showing that he had made every proper effort 
to lend the money and failed. That the duty was placed upon the said 
Melson, to make diligent effort to lend the money, to use that diligence 

that a prudent, careful business man would in the management 
(91) of his funds, and if he failed to make such effort the second issue 

should be answered“Yes”; but that if he used this diligence, and 
after proper effort failed to obtain proper security or to make a safe, 
desirable loan, the answer to the second issue should be “No.” 

The defendants contended and asked the court so to charge that under 
the petition of Martin, solicitor, and said order of the Superior Court 
the bond in suit was not lable for the money claimed, as above stated, 
because when the petition was filed and order was made, the court had 
no authority by law then in force to appoint the. clerk receiver in his 
official capacity; and (2) if it did, the order appointing said Melson 
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receiver did not so appoint him in his aforesaid capacity “as clerk,” 
but imposed merely an individual liability upon him, and that the re- 
lators in this case cannot recover in this action, 

‘The court held otherwise, and defendants excepted. There was no 
further request made for instructions by defendants and no other excep- . 
tions taken to charge when made. The defendants, however, in the case 
on appeal, and within time allowed by law, excepted to charge of court, 
and assigned for error therein that the court charged the jury: 


1. If the clerk had the money on hand as long as a month, or near 
that, and was under direction to invest the same and failed to do so 
before it was burnt or stolen, this would put on him and defendants the 
burden of showing that he had made every proper effort to lend the 
money and failed. 

2. The duty was placed on the clerk to make diligent effort to lend 
the money, to use that diligence that a prudent, careful business man 
would exert in the management of his own funds, and.if he failed to 
make such effort the second issue should be answered “Yes,” 

8. If, however, he used due diligence and after proper effort ( 92 ) 
made, failed to obtain proper security, or to make a safe, desirable 
loan, the answer to second issue should be “No.” 

The issues submitted and the responses were as follows: 


1. At what time did the clerk receive the money under order of the 
court? Answer: “About 15 April.” 

2. Did the clerk fail and refuse to invest the money pursuant to the 
order of the court? Answer: “Yes.” 
- Judgment for piamis and appeal by defendants. 


L. C. Latham for plaintiffs. 
C. L. Pettigrew and A. O. Gaylord for defendants. 


Sueruerp, C. J. At the Spring Term, 1873, of the Superior Court — 
of Washington County the relators were presented by the grand jury as 
infants without guardian, and upon the petition of the solicitor, the 
defendant Melson, the clerk of the said court, was appointed receiver of 
their estates. The question presented is whether the sureties on the 
official bond of the said elerk are responsible for his default as such 
receiver. The language of the order of the court is, “That James A. 
Melson, clerk of the Superior Court of Washington County, be ap- 
pointed receiver,” etc., and it is insisted by counsel that the omission of 
the word “as” before the words “elerk of the Superior Court” is fatal, 
and that a proper construction of the order is that the said Melson was 
appointed in his individual capacity only. The case of Kerr v. Bran- 
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don, 84 N.C., 128, cited by the defendants, is no authority for this con- 
tention, .as the. order in-that case made‘no reference whatever to the 
official position of Brandon as clerk. -We are very clearly of the opinion’ 
_. that the terms of the order sufficiently indicate the intention. of 
( 93.) the court to, appoint the said Melson as receiver in--his official 
_- ¢apacity, and the only serious question, therefore, to be considered 
is whether the.court, had authority to appoint him:as sucht, and fel 
impose ‘a liability upon the-sureties to his official bond. - a 
Laws 1868, ch. 201, which is applicable to this case, was s brought ioe 
ward and is to be. found | in chapter. 58 of: Battle’s g. Revisal. In section 22 
of the said chapter it is provided that. the court, at the instance of the 
solicitor; may commit the estate of an infant having. no guardian, or: 
whose guardian has defaulted, “to some discreet person.” In the Revised 
Code, -ch. 54, sec. 15, the eons employed .in a similar ‘provision are 
“the. clerk and master or.other discreet person”; and.it is argued that 
by thus changing. the phraseology’ the Legislature. manifested. its inten- 
tion that such appointments: should no longer be conferred upon the 
officers of the court, and: that their sureties cannot: therefore be held 
responsible. This very point was pressed with much ingenuity in the 
case of Rogers v. Odom, 86 N./C., 482, but’ the Court (Ruffin, J.), in 
order “to avoid any iaisnideeatding | in the future,” distinctly declared. 
that it could not-be sustained. - The Court said: “Tn this view of counsel 
we cannot concur, but rather think that the discrepancy. between the two 
statutes.resulted from the fact that about that time the office. of clerk and 
master was abolished, and hence all. mention of it was omitted. The 
court cannot but ake notice. of the fact.that since the new statute the 
court has been in the habit of bestowing such appointments upon their 
clerks, oftentimes against their will, and under the conviction that their 
bonds afforded protection for the funds and effects committed to them, 
and that according to the understanding of all parties, both before and 
-~ after the acceptance 6f. the office of clerk, the courts had.a right 
(94 }. ‘to do-as they have done; hence we conclude that in such cases the 
| ~ sureties. are accountable, the office being taken. cum. omere, 
~-It ig urged, however, that the decision in the-above case is in conflict 
with ‘the language we ‘have quoted, but it is difficult to believe that a 
judge so distinguished for clearness of reasoning, as well as profound 
learning, should-in the same opinion have committed such an error- 
There is really no such conflict as is supposed, and this is apparent from 
the fact that Odom, the defendant, was not appointed by virtue of the 
statutory provision (sections 21, 22, 46, 47, chapter 58, Bat. Rev.) which 
the- learned. Justice. was discussing. These provisions relate to the 
appointment. of a receiver, at the. instance of the solicitor, where a. 
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guardian has been removed (section 21), or, as in the case before us, 
where the grand jury have presented an’ ‘infant without’ guardian (sec- 
tion 47). 

In the case ‘referréd to, Oishi: was appl by, ti ‘allie at term, 
upon the simple. petition: of the:infants, by- their next. friend, for. the 
purpose of suing for-and-collecting insuranée money from. a. foreign 
corporation which was beyond the ‘jurisdiction’ of ‘the court. "Such a 
proceeding, if ‘not irregular, was certainly novel, and. it. is plain” ‘that 
there could have heen no presumption that the. ‘sureties knew that such 
appointments had been or would be made, and that: they: contracted with 

reference to: such-a liability. The appointment of Odom: was assimi- 
lated by the court to the appointment of a receiver in ordinary actions, 
as the receivership of a railroad and the like, and it was. because. there 
had been no “habit of bestowing such appoititments” upon the clerks in 
such cases that the Court held that thé’bond of‘the said Odom was not 
responsible... In the language of the Court, such an appointment “could 
mever have been: within the contemplation: of the sureties when con- 
tracting: for ‘the. ee of their Principal in, his. “capacity, as | 
clerk. - (95) 

We are, peter, of the opinion: thee ne is ae, in ee 
decision in Rogers v. Odom, supra, which conflicts with the deliberate 
and emphatic declaration of the Court that in cases like the present the 
court has authority to appoint ‘and that the sureties are liable. Neither 
is there anything in Kerr v. Brandon, supra, which militates against 
this view. Indeed, we are almost induced’ to infer, from the absolute 
silence of the court upon the subject, as well as the gener al tendency of 
the opinion, that had the clerk been appointed receiver in his official 
capacity, the Court would have reached a similar conclusion. The 
_ decision seems to have been based-upon the form of the order, and not 
upon the absence of authority in the court (as-indicated in the head- 
notes). to impose the duty upon the clerk in his official capacity. | 
_ In consideration of the views we have indicated, there was no error in 
the refusal.of the court to instruct the Jury as: meairestell by the defend- 
ants. Neither do-we see any error of which the defendants can com- 
plain in the charge of. the court, for, conceding that the court should not 
have given the general instruction as to what a prudent man would have 
done under the circumstances (Emry v. R. R., 109 N. C., 589), the 
defendants could not have been prejudiced, as. the court properly. ruled 
that the burden was upon them to show that they had used due diligence 
in investing the money, and ce this pene there ¥ was no eeeonye 

_No ERROR. a em, 


| Cited: Hannan ®: Hyatt, 110 N. C., 638. 
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URIAH VAUGHAN y. JOSEPH PARKER ET At. 


Hiectment—Practice—I ssues for the Jury—Defenses. 


1. The only restriction upon the power of a judge below to settle the issues for 
the jury is that they shall be such as arise out of the pleadings—such that, 
upon the verdict, the court may proceed to judgment, and such as will 
allow the parties to present to the jury any material view of the law 
arising out of testimony which counsel may request the court to embody in 
its instructions; therefore, where a controversy as to the ownership of 
land was narrowed down to the single question of the date of delivery of — 
a deed, it was not error for the judge to submit an issue as to such date 
instead of the usual one involving the title. 


2. A deed is presumed to have been delivered at the time it bears date, but the 
presumption may be rebutted by evidence aliunde, in which case it be- 
comes operative from the actual day of delivery. 


3. Where, in an action for the recovery of land, the defendant, whether he 
might rightfully claim the relation to the plaintiff of lessee or tenant in 
common, waives his right and disregards his opportunity to admit by 
answer or disclaim the true interest of the plaintiff, he cannot, after dis- 
puting the plaintiff's title, fall back on a denial of the ouster when every 
other defense has failed him, nor, after failing to establish his owner- 

- ship, can he by his pleadings make his occupancy adverse ab initio, so as 
to mature title against the plaintiff, when in fact he has held under the 
plaintiff or those under whom he claims. 


4. The effect of discharging a debt secured by a first mortgage by surrender of 
the mortgage deed is to make a second mortgage on the same land a first 
lien, and the immediate execution by the mortgagor of a deed of bargain 
and sale to the one eae the first mortgage cannot operate to defeat the 
second mortgage. 


Action for the title and possession of land, tried at Spring Term, 
1891, of Norrnamprton, before Connor, J. 

Both parties claimed title under Wiley Edwards. The plaintiff offered 
as evidence of title (1) a mortgage deed from Wiley Edwards to D. A. 

Barnes, dated 6 October, 1880; (2) proof of sale by said Barnes, 
(97) 22 January, 1889, and of purchase at sale by Uriah Vaughan, 
and deed to Uriah Vaughan pursuant thereto. 

The defendant Joseph Parker relied upon a deed from Wiley Edwards 
to him, dated 23 January, 1879, but which the plaintiff insisted was not 
executed and delivered until after the date of the mortgage deed to 
Barnes. 

The deposition of the defendant Joseph Parker was read by plaintiff, 
the material parts of which are as follows: 

“When the deed from Wiley Edwards and wife, dated 23 January, 
1879, was delivered, J. H. Deberry was present; also Mollie and Mrs. 
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Edwards were present. Deberry took his private examination at that 
time. A black man was living on the land, but I do not know who put 
him there. I don’t know how long I had the deed before it was recorded ; 
think it was five or six years. I think the time stated by Deberry in his 
privy examination of Mrs. Edwards, which was 20 February, 1882, is 
correct. I surrendered at that time his note to Mr. Edwards. About 
twelve months before I got it, he (Edwards) had the deed some time. 
He brought it to me, signed by himself, and I told him to keep 3+ and 
get Mrs. Edwards to sign, and I would give him up his note and mort- 
gage. He told me that his wife had nothing to do with it. I went into 
possession of the land about twelve years ago, and have paid taxes on it 
for eleven years. I got possession of it in 1882. I had possession of it 
about three years before Mrs. Edwards signed the deed. I put Berry 
Taum in possession first. I gave Wiley Edwards his note for about 
' $150, principal and interest, which was secured by a mortgage on 
another piece of land. I mande an agreement to surrender said note and 
mortgage fourteen or fifteen years aB0; and he then agreed to con- 

vey me this tract of land.” | (98) 

Wiley Edwards was introduced, and testified to the same state 
of facts regarding the parol agreement, and that Joseph Parker had 
been in possession of said land ever since 1879. 

Defendants introduced a mortgage, executed and recorded in 1875, 
from Wiley a ae and wife to Joseph Parker to secure a note of 
$100. 

Wiley Edwards testified that said note and the sieaia mortgage had 
been delivered up to him by said Parker after the delivery of the dese 
of 93 January, 1879, to wit, on 20 February, 1882. 

The defendants’ ou asked the court to submit the following 
issue: Is the plaintiff the owner and entitled to the possession of the 
land in controversy ? | 

The court being of the opinion that, upon the pleadings, admissions 
and testimony, the only question involved in this controversy was the 
execution and delivery of the deed from Wiley Edwards to defendant, 
declined to submit said issue to the jury, and the defendant excepted. 
The testimony in regard to the date of delivery being conflicting, the 
court instructed the jury that they should, upon the consideration of the 
whole evidence, fix the date of said delivery. 

The issues submitted, and the responses, are as follows: 

1. When was the decd: in question executed and delivered by Edwards 
and wife to the defendants? Answer: “20 February, 1882.” 

2. When was Edwards’ homestead allotted? Answer: “14 January, 
1876.” a 
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- 8. Is the land in question a part of said homestead? Answer: “Yes.” 
3 4, What is the rental value of said land per annum # Answer : 
| ( 99) “Twenty-five dollars.” ) 

Defendants moved for cae ee non Sande vere: the 
motion was refused, and defendant excepted. Defendant moved for 
vemre de novo, for error in refusing to submit the issues tendered. 
Motion was refused, and from the judgment. for plaintiff defendant 
Ape: 7 i 


B, B. Winborne and R. B. Peebles Pe a 
B.S. Gay for defendant. | 


Avery, J. The refusal of the court to submit the usual issue involv- 
ing the title, instead of the more specific inquiry as to the date of 
delivering the deed to the defendant Parker, is mainly relied upon as © 
ground for new. trial, though the denial of the motion for judgment 
upon the findings was not abandoned on the argument here. In the 
absence of an allegation of fraud, the controversy before the jury was 
narrowed down to a single question. As. both. parties claimed under 
Wiley Edwards, if he delivered the deed to Joseph Parker on 23 Janu- 
ary, 1879, when it bears date, then he had an older and better title than 
the plaintiff, who claimed under the mortgage to David Barnes, executed 
6 October, 1880. But if the deed to Parker was. delivered after the 
execution of that to Barnes, as alleged, it took effect from its actual 
delivery. In the exercise of a sound discretion, 1t was the province of 
the judge below to determine whether he would submit the usual issue 
or another raised by the pleadings, since it was involved in the broader 
issue, In its stead. Doubtless, his Honor thought that the jury would 
more readily comprehend the question of fact upon which they were 
passing if their attention should be directed to it by the more specific 
inquiry. There is no restriction upon his power to settle the issues, 
except that they shall be such as arise out of the pleadings, such that 

| upon the verdict the court may proceed to judgment, and such as 
(100) to afford to the parties an opportunity to present to the jury any 
material view of the law arising out of the testimony which coun- 

sel may request. the court to embody in the instructions. McAdoo v. 
R. R., 105 N. C., 140; Denmark v. R. R., 107 N. C., 185; Boyer v. 
Teague, 106 N. C., 576: Bonds v. Smith, 106 N. C., 553. It is familiar 
learning that a deed takes effect from the time of its delivery, not from 
its date. The law presumes, nothing further appearing, that. a deed 
was delivered when it bears date, though it is not essential to its validity 
that it should contain a date at all, but the presumption may be rebutted 
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by evidence aliunde, in which ease it becomes operative from the actual 
day of delivery. The whole controversy, therefore, depended upon the 
question whether the deed to Parker took effect before or after 6 Octo- 
ber, 1880, when Edwards conveyed to Barnes, and thé jury passed upon 
and, settled that by finding the date of actual delivery to have been sub- 
sequent to that of the mortgage. 

No other ground for the defendant’s motion for judgment upon the 
verdict was suggested but that it does not appear from the admissions in 
the pleadings or ‘the findings of the jury that the possession was de- 
manded by the plaintiff and refused by the defendant. If the possession 
of Joseph Parker was adverse to plaintiff, no notice to quit was required. 
But if he wished to take advantage of the fact set forth in his deposition 
that he entered upon the land in 1879 under a verbal agreement with 
Wiley Edwards, and to insist that as the parol contract between them 
was void, he stood in the shoes of Edwards, the mortgagor, and was 
entitled to notice, he ought in his answer to have admitted the right of 
the plaintiff and pleaded the want of lawful notice. When a defendant, 
whether he might. rightfully claim the relation to the plaintiff of lessee 
or tenant in common, “waives his right and disregards his oppor- 
tunity to admit by answer or disclaimer the true interest of the (101) 
plaintiff,” he cannot, after placing himself in a hostile attitude by _ 
disputing the plaintiff’s title, fall back on a denial of the ouster, when 
every other defense has failed: him. Foust v. Trice, 53 N. C., 490; Allen 
v. Sallinger, 103 N. C., 14, and «b., 105 N. C., 333; Whissenhund v. 
Jones, 78 N. C., 361; Gilchrist v Middleton, 107 N. G., 663. | 

But while a defendant i is not allowed to blow hot and. cold by falling 

back upon his rights as a tenant, after he has failed to establish his 
claim of ownership, he cannot by his pleadings make his occupancy 
adverse ab initio, so as to mature title against the plaintiff, when in fact 
he has held under the plaintiff or those through whom he claims. 
- The defendant in his answer simply denies the allegations of the com- 
plaint. If he had any equitable right by virtue of his occupancy under 
a parol agreement in 1879, which is not conceded, he has failed to set it 
up as a defense, and cannot now insist upon it. | 

The effect of discharging the mortgage debt to Parker with the sur- 
render of the deed was unquestionably to make the second mortgage a 
first len, and to vest the legal estate in the grantee therein named. The 
immediate execution of another deed could not operate to defeat the 
mortgage to Barnes. We did not understand (as his Honor below did 
not) that the defendant claimed under that mortgage, but it was intro- 
duced and appears as evidence in support of: his contention for Judg- 
ment. Upon’ a review no the e exceptions 1 we discover ? 


No ERROR. 
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Cited: Paper Co. v. Chronicle, 115 N. ee 150; Kendrick v. Dellin- 
ger, 117 N. C., 493; Tucker v. Satterthwaite, 120 N. C., 122; Falkner v. 
Pilcher, 137 N. Oy ‘451; Ives v. Lumber Co., 147 N. C., ” 307; Fortune v. 
Hunt, 149 N. C.,, 362. 


(102) | oo 
W. H. RUFFIN Er at. v. JOHN K. RUFFIN, Exe. or PENNIE W. RUFFIN. 


Construction of Will—Furmture—Stilverware—Instructions to 
Hxecutor. 


1. Where a testatrix bequeathed all her personal property to her husband, 
except such as was otherwise specifically disposed of in her wiil, and, after 
giving specific articles of silverware, etc., to certain persons, bequeathed 
to M. R. all the furniture in her homestead, and other furniture wherever | 
it might be at her death: Held, that the “furniture” given to M. R. did 
not include silverware remaining after the specific bequests, or books or 
portraits, china or glassware, but did comprise carpets, cook stoves and 
utensils. | 

2. While this Court has no jurisdiction of a case submitted without action, 
under section 567 of the Code of Civil Procedure, where it does not appear 
by affidavit that a controversy is real; yet, where all the parties interested 
in the construction of a will (including the executor, who is a claimant 
and is in possession of the property concerning which the question arises), 
agree, as petitioners, to submit the question to the decision of a judge of 
the Superior Court: Held, that this Court will take cognizance of the case 
as an application by the executor for a construction of the will, so as to 
enable him to dispose of the fund in his hands. 


Cask submitted to Brown, J., at chambers, upon a petition and ae 
ment, as follows: | 


. Your petitioner respectfully represents to the court that he is desirous 
of a settlement of the estate of the said’ Pennie W. Ruflin, deceased, 
under the last will and testament, and prays that the court will construe 
the said last will and testament, and in particular item 2 of said will, 
in so far as it relates to a bequest of personal property to John K. 
Ruffin, and item 11 of said will, in so far as it relates to a bequest of 
. personal property to Mary Tart Ruffin; whether, under said will, 
(103) silverware not specifically bequeathed in other parts of the will, 
books, portraits, table and bed linen, mirrors and other personal 
property used in and about the house are the property of the said John 
K. Ruffin or the said Mary Tart Ruffin. To facilitate the immediate 
determination of this matter, we agree that his Honor, George H. 
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Brown, one of the judges of the Superior Court of North Carolina, 
appointed to hold the courts of the Third Judicial District, may hear 
and determine the same, at such time and place as he may determine 
after coming into the district; and the petitioner, William H. Ruffin, 
herewith files his power of attorney from Samuel Ruffin, guardian of 
Mary Tart Ruffin, and the certificate of the probate court of Choctaw 
County, Alabama, ‘that Samuel Ruffin is the lawful eae of the said 
Mary Tart Ruffin. 
Wituiam H. Rorrin, 
Petitioner and Attorney. 
G. W. Broun, 
For the Executor. 


* 

Items 2 and 11 of Mrs. Ruffin’s will were as follows: 

“9. That it is my will and desire that my husband have and enjoy for 
the term of his natural life all of my lands in Franklin County, this 
State, and in Choctaw County, Alabama, using as he may see fit and to 
his own use and behoof the issues, rents and profits arising therefrom; 
and to him, my said husband, I bequeath all my personal property and 
estate not specifically disposed of by this will or which I may mercaric 
by memoranda, 1 in the nature of a codicil, dispose of. 

“11. I give and bequeath to Mary Tart Ruffin the furniture in home- 
stead bequeathed to me by my mother, and other furniture, wherever it 
may be at the time of my death, belonging to me. I hereby nominate 
and appoint my husband, John K. Ruffin, executor of this my last 
will and testament, and nominate my nephew, William Ruffin, to (104) 
succeed him and fully administer my estate, after the death of my 
said husband; and I further provide that in case of the death of my 
niece, Mary Tart Ruffin, before mine, and without issue, W. Ruffin shall 
stand in her stead and take the estate devised and bequeathed to her in 
Franklin County, without reference to any deficiency on account of 
mortgage.” 

His Honor, Brown, J., decided and, at October Term, 1892, of Wilson 
Superior Court, adjudged as follows: “The word ‘furniture’ is to be 
taken in the sense in which it is generally used and understood. I con- 
strue the word to include the entire household furniture of deceased, 
such as bedsteads and bedding, beds and mattresses, chairs and tables, 
bureaus, washstands, ‘what-nots,’ hat-racks, book-cases, sideboards, ete. 
I do not think the term embraces any silverware. That is not generally 
known as or denominated furniture. I am of opinion that the term does 
embrace sofas, chairs, mirrors, clocks, but not china, glassware or car- 
pets, or books, or cook stoves and utensils, or portraits attached to the 
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wall.. Those articles which I have designated as being: embraced: under 
the term ‘furniture’ I adjudge should be: delivered by me executor to the 
guardian of said Mary T. Ruffin.” 

Defendant contended that-the decision of his eee was a that of ae 
a and final, while plaintiff insisted that the submission was on a — 
case agreed, and not to arbitration, and that in the decision and in the 
judgment subsequently entered at term his Honor erred, in that he did 
not include china, glassware, or carpets, or books, or uk stoves and 
utensils, or portraits attached to the walls, or silverware, and from such 
judgment appealed. | 


(105) J. fF. Beiter and W. H. Ruffin for plaintiff, 
Battle & Mordecai i pee . 


. Avery, d..- The controlling ere in. ee te proper. tneennreta: 
tion of ‘wills being to ascertain ‘the intention of the testator, technical | 
words are usually construed. according to their, legal signification, yet 
from a remote period even this rule has been modified by the courts to 
meet the purpose of a testator gathered from the whole instrument, on 
the ground. that he is supposed to .be inops consilit. and. incapable of 
expressing his wishes in apt legal ‘terms. Where a word having no 
known technical meaning, like “furniture,” , is used as a designation. of 
property bequeathed, the testator’s purpose, disclosed. from the context, 
may determine its meaning, and if his construction does not appear from 
other portions of the will, then it should be interpreted according to the 
signification ordinarily given to it a8 it is used in everyday life. 

In item 2 the testatrix bequeathed to her husband, the defendant, who 
is also named as executor, all of her “personal property and estate not 
specifically disposed of by the will,” which remained without ‘alteration . 
or modification by subsequent memorandum 4 in the: nature of a codicil, 
such as she reserved the right to make. © 

‘In another clause of the will, item 11, the bequest ‘nas. to Mary Tart 
Ruffin, the plaintiff, is of “the furniture i in homestead bequeathed to me 
_by my mother, and other Pemnare, ‘wherever it. ay be at ag time. of 
my death, belonging to me.’ 

‘The question raised by the appeals 18, cages the spun below. aeaall in 
holding that the bequest. of furniture:in item 11 did not embrace “silver- 
ware, china, glassware, carpets, books, portraits attached to the wall, or 

a eook stove and utensils.” It is manifest that the testatrix ‘did 
(108) not intend to include:silverware under that general designation, 

_ for the reason that she had given to her niece, Mrs. Mary Wood- 
ree in item 8, her “silver pitcher, two silver goblets, and silver coffee © 
pot marked ow? ; and in item 10 she. had: given to the:children of her 
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brother, Haywood Ruffin, and Mizelle’ Ruffin, “the: silver service of 
Thomas: Ruffin,” her brower (which -had passed in somé way to her), 
and had, without: excepting these articles, bequeathed all. furniture, 
wherever found at the time of- her.death; to'the plaintiff. Would she 
not have inserted, after furniture, “except, the. silver pitcher.” ete., dis-: 
posed: of in’ the previous. item,-or some equivalent expression, if a had. 
used the ‘words in a sense .so broad?) It might be, where an elegantly 
appointed and furnished hotel. is. leased, ‘with all of the furniture, that: 
the silverware necessary to. mdintain the existing style would pass to the 
lessee, but in our case there is no devise of a house and no purpose to 
pass an entire outfit of an establishment, though the articles that had 
been, . transported. from her mother’s old homestead ‘were nea 
together with the other furniture, wherever found... 

We concur with the judge who heard the case Blow in the opinion 
that the word should be construed. according to its usual meaning, and 
we may. _add that an examination of the whole will shows rather an 
intent to restrict the ordinary definition than to. give to it a more com- 
prehensive signification. That which fits a house for use is its furni- 
ture, just as the lock, ete., of a musket, which énables one to use it, is 
designated in the same way. Tn its ‘ordinary acceptation the word has 
not been understood to include | silverware, china, glassware, books, or 
portraits attached to the wall, that are not generally essential to the 
comfort-and convenience of ‘housékeepers, ‘but ‘where, ‘as in England, it 
was held generally to embrace plate, the case of a bequest ofa 
part of the plate to another than the general legatee’ of furniture (107 ): 
was held an exception to the rule. Franklin’, Eart of Barleig- — * 
iu P. Ch., 251, Th mhost of the cases cited: to: ‘Sustain the eae 
tion: that the: oe was of ‘household ficnitane, ‘goods and chattels?” 
in ‘a’ particular house, or “household goods and’ furniture. ” Bunn ve 
Wenthrop, 2 Johnson Ch., 329; Manton v. Laboi, 54 Law Journal (N. 8. 
Ch. Div:), 1008. . In Keilyv. Powlett, 2 Amb., 605, cited by counsel, 
where. the legacy included: plate, pictures hung up, linen, china, and 
household furniture, it was. held not .to:embrace books. Porter v. Pour- 
nay, 8 Vesey, 810. We'think:it manifest that it was not the intent of 
the testatrix to: give any silverware not mentioned to the plaintiff or any: 
other person’than the defendant, who is the legatee of all personal prop- 
erty not “specifically” disposed of, and, moreover, that neither ‘books, 
portraits, nor silverware are embraced by oy simple more es 
as used in common parlance. 

- It.ia equally clear that carpets, cook’ sare and. Gisnais are compre- 
hended. China and glassware have been held to pass with a hotel or a 
house rented as a part of the household furniture, as did silverware, but 
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apart from such cases where, from the instrument, the nature of the 
property and the surrounding circumstances, it was manifestly the pur- 
pose of a testator or of contracting parties to give to the word the. 
broader interpretation, it should be construed to include neither. In the 
case at bar the leading purpose of the testatrix seems to have been— 
while leaving certain mementoes, old family furniture and silver, to 
which they would attach peculiar value, to her nieces and nephews—to 
provide for the maintenance for life and comfort of her husband, to. 
whom she devised a life estate in all her lands and all of her personal 
property not specifically mentioned. In view of the terms in 
(108) which the bequest to the defendant is expressed, and the general 
purpose pervading the whole instrument, we readily understand. 
how the learned judge below was led to limit the extent of the bequest 
still further, as he did. 

It is not our intention to give a construction to the word “furniture” 
applicable to every instrument. On the contrary, 1t must be always 
construed after taking the surrounding circumstances into consideration, 
and if in a particular case we should so interpret the purpose of a testa- 
tor or the intent of contracting parties, we would give to it the meaning 
which seemed from the context and the circumstances to have been in 
contemplation of the parties, whether broader or more restricted than. 
the construction adopted here. 8 A. & E., 985, note 1; Bell v, Golding, 
27 Ind., 173. 

The defendant contends that the agreement signed was in effect a sub- 
mission to Judge Brown as arbitrator, and that his decision is not sub- 
ject to review. The plaintiff denominates this proceeding “a case sub- 
mitted without action.” This Court has no jurisdiction under section 
567 of The Code, since it does not appear by affidavit that the contro- 
versy is real, etc. Grant v. Newsome, 81 N, G., 36. But it does appear 
with sufficient certainty that the personal property designated is in the 
possession of the executor, and that the articles mentioned must either 
be retained by the executor in his individual capacity as a legatee or 
delivered to the other petitioner as included in the bequest to her, accord- 
ing to the construction which the Court may place upon the will of the © 
testatrix. By consent, the parties file the whole of the will, to be con- 
sidered as a part of the petition, instead of the two clauses originally 
incorporated therein. As all of the parties interested in the decision 

of this question are petitioners, it. seems that the Court may take 
(109) cognizance of the case as an application by an executor for a 
construction of a will, so as to enable him to dispose of property 
or a fund in his hands. Bullock v. Bullock, 17 N. C., 307; Perkins vz 
Caldwell, 77 N. C., 433. | i 4S | 
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The judgment of the court must be so modified as to declare, and judge 
and decree that the carpets, cook stove and utensils pass by the will to 
Mary Tart Ruffin under the designation of furniture, and that the other 
articles of personal property mentioned in the petition are included in 
the bequest to John Ruffin. 

Mov1FIED AND AFFIRMED. 


Cited: Capehart v. Burrus, 122 N, C., 124. 


FRANCIS M. MULLEN v. THE NORFOLK AND NORTH CAROLINA 
CANAL COMPANY. 


Practice—Motion to Dismiss—A ppeal—A mendment. 


1. An appeal does not lie from the refusal of a motion to dismiss an action 
upon the allegation of defective service or on any other ground. When 
such motion is refused, the defendant should make his exception and 

- cause it to be noted, and then proceed regularly to answer or demur. 


2. Where the affidavit for publication of summons was defective, it was proper 
for the judge to permit amendment and grant an alias order of publication 
instead of dismissing the action. 


At THE Fall Term, 1892, of Campzn, before Hoke, J., the defendant 
entered special appearance and moved to dismiss the action, on the 
ground that the affidavit on which order of publication was based was 
defective. The court refused the motion and allowed the plaintiff 
to amend his affidavit, and granted an alias order of publication. (110) 
Defendant appealed. 


Pruden & Vann and L. C. Latham for defendant. 
No counsel contra. 


Crark, J. The defendant, appearing by counsel, who entered a spe- 
cial appearance, moved to dismiss the action. This motion was refused, 
and the defendant did not enter its exception and proceed to answer, 
but at once appealed. It has been often pointed out that such an appeal 
is premature and will be dismissed. Guilford v. Georgia Co., 109 N. C., 
310; Sheldon v. Kwett, 110 N. C., 408, and other cases which are cited 
in Clark’s Code (2 Ed.), p. 559. If a defendant, by simply appearing 
specially and moving to dismiss the action upon the allegation of defecr 
tive service or on any other ground, can appeal from a refusal of the 
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motion, it will add several months to the time required for the disposi- 
tion of any cause: which the defendant may wish-to delay, dnd we know 
that a delay of justice is often a denial of justice. The presumption is 
always that the ruling below is correet...The proper course, therefore, 
when the motion to dismiss has been refused, is. for the defendant to 
cause his exception to be noted in the record and to. proceed regularly 
to file his answer or demurrer. If the final decision below is in favor 
of the defendant, he will not desire to appeal; tf it is against him, his 
exception in the record for refusal to dismiss is not waived, and he will 
have the benefit of it on the appeal from the final judgment. The dis- 
advantage, if any, is not with the appellant, but with the appellee, since, 
if he wrongfully insists on the refusal of such motion, instead of 
ay taking an amendment or alias summons, he will have his pein 
for his trouble and have the costs to pay besides,” : | 
If the affidavit for publication was deféctive, the court properly 
refused to dismiss on that ground, and granted leave to plaintiff to 
amend the affidavit and for an alias order of publication. Branch ». 
Frank, 81.N. ©.,.180; Price v. Cow; 83-.N. ©.,.261. Besides, an appeal 
from the amendment did not he. Sinclar : v. LR. A. 111 N. G:, 507. 
“Apprar DISMISSED. - o ee ee we Tt me 


Coted: Joyner v. Roberts, ioe 112; Kellayg v. Mfg: Co. , post, 1915 
Mullen v. Canal Co., 114 N.C:, 4105 ‘Best v. Mortgage Co., 128 N. C., 
353; Houston v. Lumber oo 136 N. 0, aay Walleames v. Dame 177 
N,. 0. 40; : : isn oh 


FOSTER JOYNER. v..-E. ‘E. ROBERTS ET AL. 


Action for Penaliy—J wrisdiction—Proctice Appel from Mu. on : 
to Dismiss. : 


1. No appeal lies from refusal of a naption to dismiss an action. ‘The remedy 
is to have an exception noted in the record. 


2. A motion to dismiss an action tor want of jurisdiction, or because the com- 
‘plaint does not state a cause of action, is not such a demurrer ore tenus 
as will permit an appeal from its refusal ;.for if such motion. be frivolous, 
the court cannot proceed to: Ca apie as in case of a formal and frivolous 
demurrer, 


3. Section 1883 of The Code imaiee. an officer. Hable. ‘upon: his ‘hone “for the 

faithful discharge. of all. ‘the duties of his office,” and an action to. recover 

a penalty of $200 for ‘failure of a register of deeds to perform a duty 
required of him by section 1814 of The Code is properly brought on the 

’ official bond, and-the Superior - ‘Court has jurisdiction. . 
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4, In an action on an official bond to recover a penalty for breach of an officer’s 
duty it is not necessary to allege that a judgment. has been obtained 
against the officer and that he has failed to pay it. 


5. Quere, whether a party suing the official bond, and not ie! officer alone, for 
a penalty, should not make himself a relator in an action in the name of 
the State? a 


_ Action to recover a penalty of 200, brought apace the dies (12) | 
fondant E. E. Roberts, register of deeds and his sureties on his 
official bond, and tried at Spring Term, 1891, of one nen, hefore 
Connor, J. 

The breach of the bond complained of was the Asivion by the defend- 
ant of section 1814 of The Code, in regard to the issuance of license for 
the marriage of a girl under 18 years of age without consent of her 
father, the plaintiff. | 

Defendants answered, setting up defenses, but at the trial aes to 
dismiss the action: | 

1. For want of aiiedicdion in that the plaintiff § is suing for a erie 
of $200 for the failure of the defendant Roberts, register of deeds, to 
obtain the written consent of the father of one Ida Joyner, a woman 
under 18 years of age, to the marriage = said Ida to one Charles Lewis, 
before issuing license therefor. 

2. For that the complaint fails to state a cause of action, in that it 
fails to allege that the relator of the plaintiff had previously. obtained a 
judgment against the defendant Roberts, the register of deeds, for said 
penalty, and that he had failed to pay the same. His Honor refused 
the motion, and defendants appealed. : eee EY 


R. O. Burton and R. B. Peebles for ne 
B.S. Gay for defendants. 


Crark, J. The defendants moved to dismiss, on the grounds, first, 
that the court did not have jurisdiction, and, second, because the com- 
plaint did not state a cause of action, and, the motion being refused, 
appealed from the refusal. It has been repeatedly held that no appeal 
lies from a refusal to dismiss an action, but that the remedy is to have 
an exception noted in the record. M ullen v. cae Co., ante, 109, , 
and cases there cited. : | (118) 

It is contended, however, that this is, in effect, a demurrer’ 
ore tenus, and that therefore an appeal Lies. From. the overruling’ of a 
fornal demurrer an. appeal does lie. But there is this protection against 
abuse, that. if the demurrer is frivolous, judgment is at once granted 
the plaintiff’ The Code, sec. 888. But there is no such remedy on ovei- — 
ruling this motion. ‘The answer was filed’ (which fact of itself would 
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have overruled a demurrer), and the defendants, after the denial of the 
motion, were entitled to a trial upon the issues raised. They should have 
entered an exception and have proceeded. If an appeal lay in such 
cases, every defendant in every case could procure six or twelve months 
delay by simply objecting to the jurisdiction or to thé sufficiency of the 
complaint, no matter how plain the case or how utterly unfounded the 
grounds of the objection, since, as has been already said, judgment can- 
not be entered as when a frivolous demurrer is filed. To rule that an 
appeal lay in such case would be simply to establish a “stay law.” There 
is less excuse for an appeal in this particular respect, since the defend- 
ants cannot possibly be damaged by delaying the appeal till the final 
judgment, because, even though they should fail to note an exception, 
the objection to the jurisdiction and for failure of the complaint to state 
a cause of action can still be taken advantage of for the first time in 
this Court. Rule 27 of the Supreme Court. Those grounds of objection 
cannot be waived by proceeding to trial. J'ucker v. Baker, 86 N. C., 1; 
Hagins v. R. R., 106 N. C., 587. The hardship, if any, is on the other 
side, who may find (if he has not a cause of action or the court has not 
jurisdiction) that his victory is barren, and that he has the costs to pay 
for his bootless clamor. Indeed, among the numerous cases in which it 
has been held that no appeal lies ‘from the refusal of a motion to dismiss, 
the following were instances in which the motion was made upon the 

ground of failure to state a cause of action or want of jurisdic- 
(114) tion: Wilson v. Lineberger, 82 N. C., 412; Mitchell v. Kilburn, 

74.N. C., 488; McBryde v. Patterson, 78 N. C., 412.. 

There are some questions which, by the reiterated and uniform adju- 
dications in regard to them, should be deemed settled. This 1 is one of 
them. 

Though the appeal must be dismissed the.Court in its discretion may 
consider the points raised. S. v. Wylde, 110 N. C., 500. 

The first objection, which is to the jurisdiction because the action is 
for a penalty of $200, would have been good under the former statute 
and decisions, because the bond was not liable. Holt v. McLean, 75 
NN. C., 347. That case recommended a change in that regard in the 
statute, and, as has been pointed out in Kiwett v. Young, 106 N. C., 567, 
the scope and purpose of official bonds have since been enlarged by The 
Code, sec. 1883, which makes the officer hable now upon his bond “for 
the faithful discharge of all the duties of his office.’ This action is 
for failure to perform the duty required by the register by The Code, 
sec. 1814, and for the penalty therefor prescribed by section 1816. The 
action is therefore for the amount of the bond ($10,000), to be dis- 
charged upon payment of $200, and the Superior Court had jurisdic- 
tion. Fell v. Porter, 69 N. C., 140; Bryan v. Rousseau, 71 N. C., 194; 
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Coggins v. Harrell, 86 N. C., 317. The plaintiff, who sues for the 
penalty given for failure to discharge an official duty, comes within 
the words “the party injured” who is authorized to sue the bond there- 
for under The Code, secs. 1883 and 1891. 

In Maggett v. Roberts, 108 N. C., 174, the action was against the 
register alone, the sureties on the bond having been nol prossed, and it 
was held that the action, if for only one penalty of $200, must in such 
case be brought before a justice of the peace. fell v. Porter, supra. 
_ The second objection is that “the complaint does not state a 
cause of action because it fails to allege that a judgment has (115) 
been obtained against the defendant Roberts for the penalty and 
that he has failed to pay it.” The law does not authorize such a pro- 
vision in the bond, and if the bond is not expressed according to the 
statute “The Code, sec. 1891, cures any possible defect in such respect.” 
Kivette v. Young, supra. That section provides that if there is “any 
- yariance in the penalty or conditions of the instrument from the pro- 
vision prescribed by law,” recovery shall be had “as if the conditions 
had conformed to the provisions of law.” 

There was no error in refusing to dismiss the action. It may be 
noted that Maggett v. Roberts, supra, was an action against the officer 
alone for the penalty, and the action was held properly brought in the 
name of the plaintiff. The present action 1s upon the official bond 
under The Code, sec. 1883, and the plaintiff may consider whether he 
should not ask an amendment below to make himself a relator in an 
action in the name of the State. Wilson v. Pearson, 102 N. C., 290. 
But we do not decide the question, which is not before us. 

APPEAL DISMISSED. 


Cited: Burrell v. Hughes, 116 N. C., 487; Warren v. Boyd, 120 N. C., 
60; Comrs. v. Sutton, 1b., 301; Darden v. Blount, 126 N. C., 251; 2B. B. 
v. Hardware Co., 185 N. C., 77; Shelby v. R. BR., 147 N. C., 589; Cham- 
bers v. R. R., 172 N. C., 558; Willams v. Barley, 177 N. C., 40. 
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- CARRINGTON & CO. v. E. F. WAFF. 
~— Contract—Failure of Consideration—Evidence. 


1. While parol ‘evidence of an alleged oral agreement contemporaneous with 
the execution of a note cannot be. permitted. to contradict or vary the 

_ - absolute terms of the written contract, cases of fraud, illegality or want 
of consideration are exceptions to this rule; and where the maker of a 
note in an action by the payee offered oral testimony tending to show 
the want | or failure of consideration, it w as error to reject the same, 


2, Where it was agreed that a manufacturing agent of plaintiffs should ieee 

in stock. an article which the defendant, as selling agent, agreed to sell, 

it was a sufficient compliance with such stipulation if the manufacturing 

agent was prepared with material, etc., to manufacture and furnish the 

article: on: demand of the agent, elthougs the manufactured article itself, 
was not always in stock. 


3. A note and contemporaneous article of accuse are frequently taken 
together as one agreement, the terms of the agreement expounding and 
limiting those of the note; therefore, where, by an agreement contem- 
poraneous with a promissory. note, it appeared that the note was given 
to secure to plaintiffs one-half of the commissions to which the defend- 
ant, maker of the note, would be entitled: on the sale of a certain quantity 
ofan article which he bound himself to-use his best endeavors to sell, 
but of which he never sold any and therefore never became entitled to 
any commissions: Held, that no cause of action accrued to the plaintiff 
payees of the note. 


(116) eae tried before. Sharon: J., at Spring Term, 1892, of 

CHowawn, on appeal from justice’s court. | 

Plaintiffs introduced and proved the execution of defendant’s promis- 
sory note for $125, payable to them, and. rested, 

Defendant introduced a contract, the execution of which by him as 
party of the second part, and ‘by the plaintiffs as parties of the first 
part, was admitted. The contract bore same date as the note sued on, 
and provided as follows: . 

“That the said parties of the first oe having ea a perma- 
nent industry in Edenton, county of Chowan, for the purpose of manu- 
facturing and selling the Champion Combination Slat and Wire Fence, 
do hereby make and constitute the party of the second part a lawful 
agent, with power to contract or sell the manufactured fence in the 
township of Edenton, county of Chowan, State of North Carolina. 

“The manufactured fence to be kept in stock by the manufacturing 
agent, D. W. Raper & Co., at Edenton, county of Chowan, State of 
North Carolina, and at all times to be furnished to the second party 
at factory prices, fifty cents per rod for six-wire fence, fifty-five 
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cents per rod for eight-wire fence, and sixty cents per rod for. (117) 
ten-wire fence. All fence to be composed of No. 12 annealed — | 
and galvanized steel wire. The manufacturing agent has also bound 
himself by contract to use his endeavors to sell the fence, and on all 
sales made by him or at the factory to credit the township agent wherein 
the fence goes with twenty-five cents per rod. The party of the second 
part, for and in consideration of the rights and privileges herein 
granted, does hereby agree to use his endeavors to sell the fence in the 

above-named territory,.and pay the first parties five cents per rod of — 
the commission after he has sold 1,000 rods of fence and received all 
of the commission, $250; as he has this day secured to be paid $125: by 
execution of his note, being one-half of the commission on the first 
1,000 rods of fence sold, and if 500 rods of fence have not been sold at 
the end of six months by the said second party, then said company or 
' their authorized representatives are fully empowered to cancel said 
agency and appoint another agent in his stead; but if they decide to 


cancel said agency, which shall be at their option, they shall surrender 


said note after first being. paid one-half of the commission on the fence 
sold during the said six months.. | 
“The second party has also the right to use on all his own rere the 
fencing at factory prices, and the exclusive management, of the business 
in territory assigned him.” 

Defendant testified that the note sued on was the note referred to in 
the contract, and that the note and contract were executed and delivered 
at the same time; that Raper & Co. had never had on hand any of the 
manufactured fence, except a small sample; that he made no sales and 
therefore did not call on Raper & Co. for any of the fence; that the 
agent who made the contract for the plaintiffs told him that the 
_ plaintiffs wanted-him, the defendant, to sign the note simply (118) 
to show- that he owed therii § in case he, the defendant, made sales, 
and that if he did not sell as much as 500 rods the note would be sur- 
rendered and payment would be required only for what was sold. 

Plaintiffs objected to foregoing testimony as to the representations 
of the agent on the ground that it added to the written contract. ~The 
- objection was sustained, and-defendant excepted. , 

D. W. Raper, for the defendant, testified that he peed ihe: ma- - 
chinery for making the fence and the same was put up and the mode 
of operating it explained by the plaintiffs’ agent; that he, the witness, 
had material on hand out of which to make the fence, but never had 
any of the manufactured.fence in stock except a small sample; ‘that. 
his contract with plaintiffs was that he should have thirty or forty. 
days after receiving first order for fence before he was to manufac- 
ture any of it, and after that: he was to keep it in stock. a 
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Defendant contended that there was evidence to show that plaintiffs 
had not complied with their agreement, and hence asked the court to 
instruct the jury that plaintiffs could not recover. This the court re- 
fused, and defendant again excepted. 

The court then stated that in no view of the case, peeomuny to the 
evidence of the plaintiffs, or of all the evidence introduced, was there 
any defense to the action, and instructed the jury that if they believed 
the evidence they should find for plaintiffs according to the face of the 
note. To this instruction the defendant excepted. There was judgment 
for the plaintiffs upon the verdict, and defendant appealed. 


Pruden & Vann and Bond for defendant. 


No counsel contra. 


(119) MacRas, J. Plaintiffs brought their action upon a promis- 
gory note, negotiable on its face, but which had not been assigned 
and was in the hands of the original payees, and therefore subject to 
any defenses which the maker might have against it. | 
The action being before a justice of the peace, the pleadings were in 
the short form used in such courts and the answer simply denied that 
defendant was indebted to the plaintiffs, or that they were entitled to 
judgment against him. 

On the trial in the Superior Court the defendant relied upon the 
contemporaneous agreement (set out in the case as “Exhibit B”) and 
offered testimony tending to prove that the note referred to in said 
agreement was the same note which is’ now sued on, and further that 
none of the fence referred to in “Exhibit B” had yet been sold in the 
territory In which defendant was to sell it. He proposed also to prove 
that the plaintiffs’ agent, who made the contract with defendant, told 
him that the plaintiffs wanted him to sign the note simply to show 
that he owed them in case he made sales of the fence, and that if he 
did not sell five hundred rods of the fence the note would be given back 
to him and he would only have to pay for what he had sold. 

The first exception is sustained: while “it is a firmly settled principle 
that parol evidence of an oral agreement, alleged to have been made 
at the time of the drawing, making‘ or endorsing of a bill or note, can- 
not be permitted to vary, qualify or contradict, add to or subtract from 
the absolute terms of the written contract, the exceptions to this rule 
are cases of fraud, illegality or want of consideration.” 2 Parsons 
Notes and Bills, 501. The rejected testimony was competent under the 
exception. The defendant might, if he could, have shown by oral testi- 
mony the want of failure of consideration. 
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We do not think that there was evidence to show that the (120) 
plaintiffs had not complied with their agreement, as the defend- 
ant requested his Honor to charge, the refusal of which request con- 
stitutes the ground of the second exception. It is true that by this 
agreement the manufactured fence was to be kept in stock by the manu- 
facturing agents, Raper & Co. It appears, however, by the testimony 
that the said agents had the materials and machinery for making the 
fence, and that the defendant had not made any sales or called upon the 
agents to furnish any of the fence. It would seem that, up to the time 
referred to, it was a sufficient compliance with the stipulations if the 
agents were prepared with material, machinery, and sample to manu- 
facture and furnish the article upon demand of defendant. At least 
the defendant had no cause of complaint of breach of agreement until a 
demand and failure on the part of the manufacturing: agents to fur- 
nish it. 

But we think there was error in the instruction of his Honor aa in 
no view of the case, according to the evidence of the plaintiffs, or of all 
the evidence introduced, was there any defense to the action. The 
defense set up was the contemporaneous agreement by which it appears 
that this note for $125 was given by defendant to secure to plaintiffs 
one-half of the commissions on the sales of the first 1,000 rods of fence 
sold, to which defendant would be entitled, and the fact alleged that 
. none of the fence had yet been sold, and the consequent want of con- 
sideration. The defendant bound himself to use his endeavors to sell 
the fence which was to be furnished by plaintiffs through their agents, 
Raper & Co.; the said agents were also to sell said fence, and defendant 
was to have a commission upon his own sales and upon those of Raper 
& Co., the manufacturing agents of the plaintiffs. It was stipulated in 
the agreement between the parties that the defendant was to pay cer- 
tain of his commissions to the plaintiffs, and that the note for | 
$125 was given to secure to plaintiffs one-half of defendant’s (121) 
commissions on the first 1,000 rods of fence sold in his territory. 

While it is settled, as we have seen, that parol evidence of an oral 
agreement will not be permitted to change the terms of a note or other 
written contract, 1t is equally well established that ‘a note and a con- 
temporaneous article of agreement are frequently taken together as 
one agreement; the terms of the agreement expounding and limiting 
those of the note.” | 

Of course it will be understood that such agreement can only affect 
and bind those who are parties to it or have notice thereof. The prin- 
ciples which govern negotiable paper, assigned before maturity and 
without notice, can have no application to this case, because the note 
is still in the hands of the payees. 2 Parsons, supra, 534. The case of 
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Farthing v. Dark is in many respects similar to the present one, and 
on the first hearing, as reported in 109.N. C., 291, it was considered 
that there was sufficient testimony of notice, or of facts calculated to 


' put an assignee for value beforé maturity upon inquiry, that he would 


be affected by the equities existing between the original parties; but 
upon a more careful review of the testimony in that case, upon the 
rehearing, 111 N. C., 248, out of careful regard for the important 
principles affecting the transfer of commercial paper before maturity, 
it was held there was not testimony sufficient of facts to put the assignee 
upon inquiry, and therefore that it was error to have admitted testimony 
as to defenses which plainly would have been competent between the 
original parties. 
_ Upon the issue submitted—“Is the defendant indebted to the plain- 
tiffs ?”’—1t would have been proper for his Honor to have instructed the 
jury that if there was such a contemporaneous written agree- 
(122) ment as the defendant offered, and if defendant had never sold 
| 1,000 rods of the fence, or if the same had not been sold by the 
manufacturing agents, Raper & Co., in the territory covered by the said 
agreement, so’ that the defendant had never received or become entitled 
to receive the commissions provided for in said agreement, the plaintiffs’ 
cause of action had not accrued, and the response to the issue should 
be in the negative. There is 
ERRog. | 


Cited: Bresee v. Crumpton, 121 N. C., 125; Myers v. Petty, 153 N. 
C., 468; Martin v. Mask, 158 N. C.,:444; Farrington v. McNeull, 174 
N. C., 422; Hunter v. Sherron, 176 N. C., 228. 


W. S. FORBES er AL, v. JOHN B. WIGGINS. - 
Records of Court—I Impeachment by Parol Testimony 


1 “The records of a court, professing to state judicial transactioris of the court 
itself, cannot be impeached collaterally by parol testimony or. otherwise, 
but must stand until attacked in a proper proceeding for the purpose 
and reformed by the court which made them. Therefore, in an action for 
damages, in which the title to land came in question, parol testimony, 

- offered to disprove the correctness. of a petition for. partition and report 
of a commissioner who sold the land, was properly excluded. 


2. It is not the province of or allowable for the jury to compare ieadend inte 
to determine whether an alteration has been made in an instrument or 
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record, and therefore, where no evidence had been offered to show that a 
description of land in a petition had been altered, the court properly 
refused to allow the jury to take the paper and compare an interlinea- 
tion with the body of the petition to ascertain whether the description 
had been wrongfully changed. i 


ne ‘6 recover damages for trespass on lands and for perpetual 
injunction, tried at Fall Term, 1891, of Garzs, before Brown, J., and 
a jury. 

The case hinged upon the title to “a tract of land covered by (123) 
the water of the Whitmel Stallings mill-pond,” and whether it 
passed out of the heirs of Whitmel Stallings to defendant -by pro- 
ceedings for partition and sale thereunder, made in 1860, or to the 
plaintiff by subsequent proceedings in 1888 for. same purpose, among 
the alleged heirs of Stallings, and sale thereunder in 1889. The peti- 
tion in the proceedings of 1860 described the property as “a tract 
of land covered by water with a water-mill thereon,” and the report of 
the commissioner recites the sale of “the mill and appurtenances 
described in the petition.” The plaintiffs claimed under deed which 
describes the land as a tract “covering entire swamp except two acres 
belonging to mill,” and insisted that only the mill and two acres passed 
to defendant by his deed. It was admitted that the mill-pond and the 
land covered by the water of the mill-pond was the only land in dispute. 

In the course of the trial plaintiff offered to prove by a witness that 
he was present at the sale by the clerk and master in equity in 1860, 
and' that a tract of land covered by water was not sold, but. only the 
mill and two acres of land. This’ testimony was excluded on objection 
by the defendant that the proceedings in equity showing what was sold 
could not be impeached or contradicted Lou aaeaa ine in this action, and 
pleintid excepted. | 

W. H. Manning; who, as clerk and. finsier in equity, mae: the gale 
in 1860, was a witness for Saonny and upon cross-examination by 
plaintiff he stated: — 

“When I sold the land ie told a aiet of Jind covered by pater) with 
mill, and an acre of land at each end of the dam. I conformed to the 
language: ‘of the petition ih describing the land. At the time of the 
sale the land comprising the mill-pond was covered with water.” | 

To contradict this statement plaintiff offered an affidavit made (124) 

- Manning in 1890 as to what he sold as clerk: 
- “That he sold, on 17 May, 1860, as C. M. E, a cartain’ meveranill 
with, two acres of land attached’ thereto, for partition among the: heirs: 
at-law of Whitmel Stallings, and that Thomas J. Barnes became the 
purchaser at the sum of $330. He further deposed that said land was 
situated as follows, to wit, one acre at each end of the mill-dam.” 
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~ This was excluded, and plaintiff excepted. 

_ After the evidence was closed the plaintiff’s counsel contended that 
the petition in equity of 1860 had been interlined wrongfully as to the 
description of the land, and that the interlineation was in a different 
handwriting from the body of the petition, and that the jury should take 
the petition and compare the handwriting of the interlineation with 
the body of the petition. | 

The court held that there was no evidence introduced that the descrip- 
tion in the petition had been wrongfully altered, and declined to submit 
the petition to the J jury (Fuller v. Fox, 101 N. C., 119). Exception by 
plaintiff. 

At the sonia of the testimony the court intimated that the jury 
would be instructed that, if they believed the defendant’s evidence, the 
title which descended to Whitmel Stallings’ heirs had been divested, and 
that the plaintiff could not recover, and that the jury should find thi 
issues for the defendant. | 

The boundaries in the complaint cover more than the mill-pond, and 
the court. considered that the title to the mill-pond had been divested. | 

Upon this intimation the plaintiff excepted, submitted to a nonanit. 
and DERE: 


Pde & Vann and St. Leon Scull for plaintiff. 
| L. i Sinith for defendant. 


(125) MacRax, J. It seems to have been conceded that the ques- 
_ tion in this case was whether title to the land covered by the 
water of the Stallings mill-pond passed out of the heirs of Stallings 
by virtue of the proceedings for partition in the Court of Equity of 
Gates County in 1860 and the sale thereunder; for that if it did not so 
pass, the plaintiffs had acquired title to the same by subsequent pro- 
ceedings and deed. 

The first exception was to the refusal of his Honor to admit parol 
testimony to show that only the mill and two acres were sold, and not 
the tract of land covered by water, known as the mill-pond. The peti- 
tion for partition, filed in 1860, describes the property as a tract of 
land covered by water, with a water-mill thereon, and the report of W. 
H. Manning, clerk and master to the court at the succeeding term, 
recites the sale by him of the mill and appurtenances described in the 
petition. . Neither the deed nor any other part of the record than the 
petition and report, was sent up with the case on appeal, but no objec- 
tion was made by the plaintiff to the want of the rest of the record. 
. Taking that portion of the record, to which we have referred, as all 
that the parties desired us to examine, it could not be impeached in 


120 


N. O.] FEBRUARY TERM, 1893 | 


ForBES ¥. WIGGINS 


this proceeding by parol testimony or otherwise. It must stand until 
attacked in a proper proceeding and reformed by the court which made 
it. Red v. Kelly, 12 N. C., 313. Plaintifi’s counsel in his brief, recog- 
nizing this principle, contends that while the record cannot be thus im- 
peached, yet it may be explained. But it has been often said that a 
record speaks for itself; it cannot be. explained.. Wade v. Odeneal, 14 
N. C., 423; Kerr v. Brandon, 84 N. C., 128; gs a v. dustace, Lit 
N. C. 418, 

This does not bring us in sonhiet with the principle reeey in Sith 

v. Low, 27 N. C., 197, and the later cases upon the same line, such as 
Walters v. Moore, 90 N. C., 41, and Curlee v. Smith, 91 N. C., 
172, where’ it is held that “the “record, of a court professing to (126) 
state the judicial transactions of the court itself cannot be con- | 
tradicted by parol evidence or any other proof, for they import verity © 
in themselves. But the acts and doings out of court of a ministerial 
officer, as the clerk in issuing writs, constables and sheriffs in making 
returns on warrants, writs, etc., although required by law to be re- 
turned into a court of record, are only prima facie to be taken as true, 
and are not conclusive evidence of the things they write; they may be 
contradicted by any evidence and shown to be false, antedated, ” ete. 
Tt was not contended, and it could not be successfully tine that 
the report of a commissioner to make salé under direction of the court, 
and which was necessary to be passed upon and! confirmed by the court 
in order to give effect to the sale after the same had been filed and 
confirmed and made a part of the record, would be upon the same foot- 
ing as the returns of sheriffs and constables, which need no order of 
confirmation to give them validity. 

The second exception would seem to lose force for the same reason, 
as an attempt to vary the record by parol testimony. 

We concur with his Honor upon the third exception. It might have 
been competent, as contended by the learned counsel for the plaintiff, 
to show that this was not the record of the court by proving an inter- 
lineation fraudulently made which constituted no part of the record; 
but it could not be done by simply handing the paper to the jury for 
them to compare the handwriting of the interlined words with that of 
the body of the petition. Such comparison of handwriting is not per- 
mitted to be done by the jury in the courts of this State. Fuller v. 
Fox, 101 N. C., 119. 

AFFIRMED. 
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(127) 
“ou fT M. v. NORWOOD | Vv. ©. G. O'NEAL, 


Distributive © Share—Wrongful Pan nen 7 Administrator—Action for 
Money ‘Had and Received. 


Where money was paid by an sautntetator to one suposed: to be entitled as 
a distributee “in full of his distributive share’ and on his promise to 
refund “should any lawful claim come against the estate,” no cause of 
action accrued to those who were rightly entitled, and the money can 
only be. recovered by the administrator to whom the promise was made. 


Action to recover money had and received to use of plaintiffs, heard 
before Connor, J., at February Term,.1892, of Waxn, on appeal from 
- the court of.a justice of the Penney From the judgment .defendant 

apperice: 3 


Geo. Ht. Snow for plaintif. 
W. NV. Jones or ee 


Bea. J.' It-appears from ‘is case on appeal that the. adminis- 
trator of one Elizabeth Perry paid to the defendant a certain sum of 
money, on-27, December, 1867, thinking that he was entitled to receive 
it as a distributee of that estate. His wife, a daughter of Elizabeth 
Perry, had died: before the death-of her noe and the plaintifis are 
his children. 

When the defendant received this money he. gave. the a deicisteator 
a receipt for the same “in full of his interest in said. estate,” in which 
he stipulated that “should any: lawful claim come: against said. estate,” 
he would “refund his proportionate part of said lawful claim.” The 

promise of the defendant was to the administrator of Elizabeth 
(138) Perry, | and, no one but him or his successor can enforce that 

promise. The money was not received by defendant under any 
agreement, express or implied, that he. would hold -it for the plaintiffs. 
On the contrary, it, was received expressly for his own use. And, what- 
ever may be the rights of the plaintiffs against the administrator who 
has failed to pay to them the money they may be entitled to-from their 
grandmother’ s estate, it seems very clear that they have no cause. of 
action against the defendant, and his Honor should have charged the 
jury, as requested, that upon the evidence and the admissions the plain- 
tiffs could not recover. | 

ERROR. 
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DAVIS & GREGORY Pero GREGORY . AND WIPE Y. R. Ww. LASSITER, 
RECEIVER oF Bank OF OXFORD. 


"Injunction Restraining Sale of Land—-Hwoneration of Surety s 
: Land—Cancellation of Deed. 


1. A feme covert who puts a lien on her land to secure the debt of another 
becomes a surety to the extent of the property so encumbered; but if the 
creditor agrees that funds belonging to the principal and coming to his, 
the creditor’s, hands, shall be applied to the payment of the secured debt, 
but applies such funds in excess of the secured debt to the credit of other 

- notes of the principal debtor, her land will be exonerated, and she will 
be entitled to havé the deed canceled. fe . 


2. Where; in an action brought to cancel a deed of. trust, an application was 
made on behalf of such a surety for an injunction restraining the sale of 
her land, and a well-defined issue was raised by the affidavits and counter 
affidavits involving the equity for exoneration and. cancellation: Held, 
that it was proper for the judge-before whom the motion was made to 
continue the injunction to the hearing, — ) 


Action by W. A. Davis and N. A. Gregory, trading as Davis (129) 
& Company, and N. A. Gregory and wife, against R. W. Lassiter, 
recelver of the Bank of Oxford, and B. P. Thorp, trustee, to' cancel a 
deed of trust, and to restrain a sale of the land embraced therein, heard 
before Connor, J., at Weldon, on motion for an injunction. 

Davis & Gregory, in the course of their business as tobacco dealers, 
borrowed $5,000 from the Bank of Oxford, and the wife of Gregory 
conveyed her land in Northampton County to the defendant, B. P. Thorp, 
Trustee, to secure the payment tof the note. Davis & Gregory were 
largely indebted otherwise to the bank and had consignments of tobacco 
with Arrington & Scott, of Richmond, who remitted to the Bank of 
Oxford; which, together with other payments made by W. H. Davis, 
the managing partner, were credited on the unsecured debts of Davis & 
Gregory. The plaintiffs allege that, at the time of the execution of 
the trust deed by Mrs. Gregory, it was agreed that the funds coming 
to the bank from the sales of tobacco in the hands of Arrington & 
Scott should be first applied to the payment of the debt secured by her 
land. This agreement the defendant receiver and the former president 
and cashier of the bank deny, and they allege that whenever remittances 
were made by Arrington & Scott, or other payments made by W. A. 
Davis, they were applied—sometimes in the presence and always with 
the knowledge and consent of said Davis—to the other and unsecured 
debts of Davis & Gregory. 

The bank of Oxford was, by proper proceedings in Wake Superior 
Court, in 1892, placed in the hands of the defendant, peey as re- 
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ceiver, who in the course of collecting its assets, required the defendant, 

Thorp, to sell the land of the feme plaintiff which had been con- 

veyed to secure the $5,000 note. <A restraining order was granted at the 
instance of plaintiffs, and, on hearing the motion at Weldon on 

(130) the affidavits and exhibits, the injunction was continued to the 
hearing, and defendants appealed. 


| A. W. Graham and R. B. Peebles for plaintiffs. 
iT. N. Hill and A. J. Reid for defendant. 


Burwett, J. The feme plaintiff, having put a len on her land to 
secure a debt due from the firm of Davis & Gregory to the bank of Ox- 
ford, thereby became in effect a surety for the payment of said debt to 
the extent of the property so encumbered by her. Shinn v. Smith, 79 
N. C., 310. It is distinctly alleged in her behalf that, at the time 
she imposed this burden on her separate estate, it was agreed between 
- all the parties that the proceeds of the sale of certain tobacco (the 
property of Davis & Gregory) should be paid to the bank, and should 
be applied by it to the debt for which she had made her land lable, as_ 
above stated. It is not denied that the bank received these funds, and 
they were sufficient to pay off the debt. But the defendant produces 
evidence tending to show that there was no agreement on the part of 
the bank that these funds should be applied as the feme plaintiff insists 
they should have been, and says that they were rightfully applied on 
other indebtedness of the firm to the bank. | 

It thus appears that there 1s a serious issue of fact between the 
parties. If that issue is, upon the trial, found in favor of the plaintiffs, 
her land will be exonerated and she will be entitled to have the deed 
‘In trust canceled. So this case is brought clearly within the principle 
established by Whitaker v. Hill, 96 N. ©., 2; Harrison v. Bray, 92 N. 
C., 488, and Caldwell v. Sturewalt, 100 N. C., 201, and the cases there 
cited. 

No ERROR. 


Cited: Meroney v. B. & L. Assn., post, 845; Weil v. Thomas, 114 N. 
C., 201; Harrington v. Rawls, 1386 N. C., 67; Long v. Guaranty Co., 
178 N. C., 509. 
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"4 
(131) 
BARHAM & OWENS v. J. E. C. BELL. 


Contract—Principal and Agent—Relation of States to Hach Other. 


1. Where a contract, not under seal, is made with an agent in his own name 
for an undisclosed principal, either the agent or principal may sue upon 
it, the defendant in the latter case being entitled to be placed in the 
Same position, at the time of the disclosure of the real principal, as if 
the agent had been the real contracting party. | 


2. Even if it were settled (which is not the case) that an undisclosed foreign 
principal cannot maintain an action on a contract made by his agent 
with another, this rule would not apply where the parties are residents 
of different States of the American Union, for they are not foreign to each 
other in such a sense as to permit the operation of the rule stated. 


AppEar from Shuford, J., at Spring Term, 1892, of Currituck. 

The plaintiffs, residents of the State of Virginia, brought their action 
for damages for breach of contract by the defendant, who as alleged, 
contracted to sell and deliver to them 2,000 bushels of corn at Gregory 
and Snowden stations, on the Norfolk and Southern Railroad, pa 
delivered only about 500 bushels. 

G. E. Stevenson, for the plaintiifs, testified on the trial that he was 
agent of the plaintiffs at the time of the contract, to buy corn, for them 
in North Carolina, and that in March, 1891, he purchased from de- 
fendant 2,000 bushels of corn at 58 cents per bushel, 1,500 bushels to 
be. delivered at Gregory’s siding and 500 bushels to be delivered at 
Snowden’s Station, on the Norfolk and Southern Railroad; that de- 
fendant agreed to deliver the corn in reasonable time and when plaintiffs 
could get cars for shipping it; he was to pay for the corn after it 
was put in the cars and before it left the stations; that defendant (132) 
delivered 512 bushels of corn at Snowden’s Station, but failed to 
deliver the 1,500 bushels, or any part thereof, at Gregory’s siding, 

though the plaintiffs twice had cars and bags and an agent at Gregory’s 
- siding to receive it, and had notified the defendant that the cars and 
bags were there; that the plaintiffs were anxiaus for the corn and were 
able, willing and ready to comply with their part of the contract, and 
that defendant knew for whom the witness was buying the corn at 
the time the contract was made. 

On cross-examination, witness stated that he thought he told the 
defendant that he was buying for plaintiffs; that he was buying corn 
for himself, the plaintiffs and others before and after the time of the 
contract with defendant; that he paid the defendant for the corn de- 
livered at Snowden’s Station, and that he had made arrangements to 
pay for the corn to be delivered at Gregory by a draft on plaintiffs. 
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_ The defendant testified that he never sold plaintiffs any corn, but did 
sell to Stevenson corn to be delivered in the quantities and at the places 
stated by Stevenson, whom he told that the corn was not his own but 
belonged to other parties; that he sold the corn for those parties and 
notified them of the fact; that Stevenson did not inform him that he 
was buying for plaintiffs until some time after the sale, and that he, 
the defendant, told one of the plaintiffs in Norfolk that the corn did 
not belong to ae the defendant, but that he would do all he could to 
get the owner of the corn to deliver it; that he, the defendant, did not 
deliver the corn because it did not belong to hin and the owners would 
not comply with the contract. 

The court charged the jury: “That although G. EB Stevenson may 
have been the agent of the plaintiffs to buy corn for them, and may, 

in fact, have purchased the corn in controversy for them, yet if 
(183). he contracted on his own. account and in his own name, ane did 
not disclose his agency, nor the fact.that he was contracting as 
an agent, and his agency was unknown to the defendant, the transac- 
tion was not binding on the defendant as a contract with the plaintiffs, 
but with G. E. Stevenson, and the plaintiffs cannot recover damages 
for a breach of the same, and if the jury find the facts so to be, they 
should answer the first issue in the negative, which was, ‘Did defendant | 
contract to sell plaintiff 2,000 bushels of corn?” | 

To this charge plaintiffs excepted. 

The court further charged the jury that “of atestink: did not under- 
take to sell the corn as principal, or on his own account, but as the 
agent of others, the transaction would not be binding on him as a con- 
tract. between him and the plaintiffs, but would be binding on his prin- 
cipals, and if his principals refused to comply with the same, they would 
be liable in damages for a breach of it, but he would not be lable, and 
the plaintiffs could not maintain an action against him, provided he 
had authority to make the contract, and if the jury find the facts so to 
2 mney: should answer the first issue in the negative.” 


Bice & Aydlett op plaintiffs. 
| Pruden & Vann for defendant. 


eo Cia. ‘Tt is a well shart ied rule of law that when a 
contract, not under seal, is made with an agent in his own name for 
an undisclosed principal, either the agent or the principal may sue 
upon it, the defendant in the latter case being entitled to be placed in 
the same position, at the time of the disclosure of the real principal, as 
if the agent had been the real contracting party.” Ewell’s Evans on 
Agency, 379; Story Agency, 420; Wharton Agency and Agents, 403; 
1A. & E., 425. 126 
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It is manifest from the foregoing authorities that his Honor (134) 
erred in charging the jury that the plaintiffs could not sue upon 
the contract made by their agent, Stevenson, with the defendant. It 
is insisted, however, that inasmuch as the plaintiffs were residents of 
the State of Virginia, they were foreign principals and therefore not 
within the principle above mentioned. We do not regard it as entirely 
settled that a foreign principal cannot maintaiz an action upon such 
a contract; but, however this may be, it seems clear that, while the 
States of the American Union are. in some senses foreign to each other, 
yet so far as concerns the reason of the rule asserted by the defendant, 
“they do not bear the same reciprocal relations as does one of these 
States to a transatlantic country.” Wharton, supra, 793; Taintor v. 
Pendergrast, 3 Hill, 72; Barry v. Page, 10 Gray, 398. There must. 
be a 
_ New TRIAL. 


Cited: Nicholson v. Dover, 145 N. C., 20; Winslow v. Staton, 150 
N. ©., 267; Peanut Co. v. RB. B., 155 N. C., 151; Woodard v. Shel, 
171 N. C., 83; Williams v. Honeycutt, ae N. C., 108. 


PHAMIE A. TAYLOR v. THOMAS W. TAYLOR. 


Ejectment—Divorce a menga et thoro—Tenant by the Curtesy Initiate— 
Effect of Act of 1848 (section 1840 of The Code). 


1. Neither the act of 1848 (section 1840 of The Code) nor the Constitution of 
1868 abolished tenancy by the curtesy initiate, but since the said act of 
1848, such tenancy confers no rights which the husband can assert against 
the wife as respects her real estate acquired after that act took effect— 
the intention and effect of the act being to provide for the wife a home 
which she cannot, be deprived of either by her husband or his creditors. 


2. Where a wife has obtained a divorce @ mensa et thoro, whatever rights 
the husband had in her lands are suspended until a reconciliation shall 
be effected, or until by her death he may become tenant by the curtesy. 
consummate, and therefore she is entitled to recover from him the pos- 
session and use of her lands. 


Action by plaintiff, who had siiatiad a divorce a mensa et (135) 
thoro against her husband, the defendant, to recover possession 
of her real estate and for an injunction restraining her husband from 
interference with her exclusive control and enjoyment of the same, tried 
before Brown J., at Fall Term, 1892, of Nasu. | 
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From a judgment and decree in favor of plaintiff, defendant appealed. 
The facts are sufficiently stated in the opinion of the Court. 


H.C. Smith for plaintiff. 
#. A. Woodard, G. W. Blount and B. F. Taylor for defendant. 


SuepHerD, C. J. The plaintiff obtained a divorce a mensa et thoro 
on the ground that the defendant, her husband, was an habitual drunk- 
ard and had offered such indignities to her person as to render her 
condition intolerable and her life burdensome. The Code, sec. 1286. 
The defendant has no income out of which alimony can be granted, and 
he denies the right of the plaintiff to recover and enjoy the possession 
of her own land except voce the condition that she return to his con- 
jugal embraces. 

It is insisted by the defendant, that as the marriage and acquisition of 
the land were before 1868, the law in force at that time is alone: ap- 
plicable in determining his rights, and that these rights, having vested, 
cannot be disturbed by subsequent legislation. Granting this to be true, 
let us inquire into the interest of the husband in the wife’s lands under 
the common law, as modified by the act of 1848, Rev. Code, ch. 56, 
sec. 1. At common law the husband, upon the marriage, was seized in 

right of his wife of a freehold interest in her lands during their 
(136) joint lives; but until the birth of issue both husband and wife 

must have done homage to the lord. After the birth of issue he 
was seized of an estate in his own right, called tenancy by the curtesy 
initiate, and did homage alone. Coke Lit.,.67 A. This estate, if he 
survived his wife, was called tenancy by the curtesy conswmmate, and 
inured to his benefit for life. Either as tenant by marital right or as 
tenant by curtesy initiate, the husband was entitled to the rents and 
profits and might lease or convey his estate, and it might be sold under 
execution against him. Jt was in reference to decisions’made under the 
common law, as thus stated, that some of the language, which we find 
rather indiscriminately quoted in several of our later cases, was used; 
and in reading the decisions of the Court it is, therefore, important to 
keep in mind the very radical changes effected by the act of 1848. The 
act is entitled “An act making better and more suitable provisions for 
femes covert,’ and was cansirneg 7 in the case of Houston v. Brown, 52 
N. C., 161. . 

The Court said (Pearson, C. J.) that “its purpose was to adopt to a 
partial extent the principle of a homestead law and provide a home for 
the wife, leaving the rights of the husband unimpaired and unrestricted 
after her death. To this end the husband is not allowed to sell the 
land, or even to make a lease for years in her lifetime without her con- 
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sent, authenticated by deed and privy examination. Nor can his estate 
in the land be sold under execution. To this extent the power of the 
husband is restricted, but no further; and after her death there is no 
intimation of an intention to interfere with his rights according to the 
common law. . . . The sole object was to provide a home for her, 
of which she could not be deprived, either by the husband or by his 
ereditors.” 

It has been intimated that the effect of the act was to.destroy (137) 
the tenancy by curtesy initiate (Jones v. Carter, 73 N. C., 148), 
and in Cecil v. Smith, 81 N. C., 285, the Court, after speaking of the 
Constitution of 1868 and the case of Manning v. Manmng, 79 N. C., 
293, refers to the act and seems to treat the estate of the wife, under 
both laws, as a “separate estate” and the interest of the husband during ~ 
-coverture as “a mere occupancy with the wife.” 

In Jones v. Carter, supra, the Court inclined to the opinion that by 
depriving the husband of the right to dispose of the land for his life the 
act necessarily operated so as to prevent his acquiring an estate for 
life as tenant by the curtesy initiate; but it has been finally decided that 
neither the said act nor the Constitution of 1868 destroyed such tenancy, 
although the husband was stripped almost entirely of his common- 
law rights therein during the coverture. Walker v. Long, 109 N. C.,, 
510, 

_ In the case just cited the Court said: “By virtue of the act of 1848 
and the further modification made by the Constitution of 1868, the 
tenancy by the curtesy initiate is stripped of its common-law attributes 
till there only remains the husband’s bare right of occupancy with his 
wife, with the right of ingress and egress (Manning v. Manning, supra) 
and the right to the curtesy consummate contingent upon his surviving 


her. . . . The husband is still seized in law of the realty of his 
wife, shorn of the right to take the rents and of the power to lease her 
lands. . . . He has by the curtesy initiate a fr eehold interest, but 


not an estate in the property.” 
In Jones v. Coffey, 109 N. C., 515, a construction of the act of 1848 | 
was essential to the decision of the case, and the Court said that “what- 
ever may be the rights of the husband in the wife’s land after she may 
die intestate, the authorities concur in the view that the husband 
holds no estate during the life of the wife as tenant by the curtesy (138) 
initiate which is subject to execution, and which he can assert 
against the wife. He has the right of ingress and egress and marital 
occupancy, but can assume no dominion over ‘her land except as her 
properly constituted agent. ie 
It is urged that this view is in conflict with Morris v. Morris, 94 
N. C., 618, and Walker v. Long, 109 N. C., 510, and the cases cited 
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rate 


therein. “These cases do but at the most’ decide that where the husband 
and wife are living together the former, after issue born, may sue alone 
for the possession of the wife’s land (Wilson v. Arentz, 7 ON. C., 670), 
or for the rents and profits thereof; and that the latter, in the absence 
of any claim on the part of the wife, is the owner of the same. Morris v. 
_ Morris, supra. No ease has been decided under the act of 1848 to the 
effect that the husband, after compelling his wife by his misconduct to 
obtain a divorce a mensa et thoro, and being unable to pay. alimony, has 
a right to the possession of the wife’s land during the existence of the 
coverture; and it is to be observed that in the cases cited in the decisions 
referred to, as authority for the principle of the absolute ownership of 
the husband, the rights were acquired before the act of 1848. See Wual- 
liams v. Lanier, 44 N. C., 30; Halford v. Tetherow, 47 N. C., 393; 
Childers v. Bumgarner, 53 N. C., 297. The other cases relate to the 
competency of the husband to serve as a juror (S. v. Mills, 91 N. C., 
581); the rights of the husband after discoverture, his right to convey 
his interest during coverture (McGlennery v. Miller, 90 N. C., 215), 
and other questions not directly affecting the present controversy. In 
all of these cases the actual decision (as distinguished from several ex- 
pressions founded upon the common law) may, it is thought, be recon- 
ciled with the recent ruling of this Court in Jones v. Coffey, supra, that 
under the act the husband has no right which he can assert against. the 
_. wife in her real property. This appears to be ‘in accord with the 
(12) early declaration of the Court that “the sole object of the act was 
to. provide for her a home, of which she could not be deprived — 
either by the husband or by his creditors.” Houston v. Brown, supra. 
Indeed, it would seem’ but reasonable that, if he is without power to 
lease the land even for a single day without her consent, he should not 
be permitted to deprive her of its possession by such violence or other 
misconduct as may render it impossible in the eye of the law for her 
to live with him in safety or comfort. | 
Conceding that the cases may not be altogether harmonious, we must 
adopt the later decisions, and according to these the plaintiff is entitled 
to recover; for Bice that a divorse a mensa et thoro cannot, as it — 
is claimed, affect the property rights of the parties (Taylor v. Taylor, 
93 N. C., 418), the defendant as against the wife had no property rights 
whatever, but simply a right of ingress and egress for the purpose of 
enjoying her society, and these he has forfeited during the coverture, or 
until a reconciliation, by his own misconduct. 
' Taking the other view, however, and admitting that the husband had 
a right to the rents and possession of the land during coverture, we 
think that such‘rights must yield when they come in conflict with the 
paramount rights of the wife, as indicated by the act of 1848. As to 
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the ownership of her personal property, the right to ‘reduce her choses 
in action to possession and his right to curtesy after her death, all of 
these remain as at common law; but we are of the opinion that what- 
ever interest he may have had in the lands were, under a proper con- 
struction of the act, suspended as soon as by his misconduct he became 
unfit to associate with his wife. It was her land, and the object of the 
statute was to preserve.it as “her home.” At the time of his mar- _ 

_ riage he knew that if he offered her such indignities as to render (140) 

her condition intolerable and her life burdensome (Rev. Code, 

ch. 39, sec. 8) she would be entitled to a divorce a mensa et thoro, and he 
must be deemed .to have contracted with reference to the law in this 
respect. He has forfeited his right to live with her, and it would be a 
strange construction of a statute designed for the preservation of her 
home that the misconduct of her husband can have the effect of turning 
her out of doors without alimony, and conferring upon him the exclu- 
sive possession. of her land, unless she returns and submits to the same 
treatment, which a court has declared to be such as to entitle her to live 
separate and apart from him. Neither the case of Taylor v. Taylor, 
supra, nor any other that we can find in our Reports, has passed upon 
this question, and we are very sure that the view we have taken is in 
harmony with the spirit and reason of the act as well as the principles 
of humanity. We see no force in the argument founded upon section 
13, chapter 39, of the Revised Code. According to this: provision the 
wife, who is divorced from bed and board, is enabled to acquire, retain 
and dispose of all property she may thereafter acquire, whether real 
or personal, but it cannot have the effect of depriving her of land which 
she has previously acquired and which is protected by the statute. 

' So, taking either view of the law which we have presented, we are of 
the opinion that the plaintiff is entitled to the possession of the land 
exclusive of the husband until a reconciliation has been effected. 

AFFIRMED. 


| Cited: S. v. Jones, 182 N. C., 1046; Richardson v. Pi nanaon 150 
N. C., 554; Joyner v. Joyner, 151 N. C., 183. 
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(141) : 3 
BRADLEY FERTILIZER COMPANY v. JAMES A. TAYLOR. 


Discovery—Disclosure Before Trial—Examination of Party—Attach- 
ment for Contempt—Commitment—A p peal. 


1. A party to an action, by waiving objection to the time or place of making 
it, may give validity to an order that would otherwise be void, provided 
the court has general jurisdiction of the controversy; therefore, where a 
defendant, after assenting to an order made by a judge in a county other 
than that in which the action was pending but within the same judicial 
district, directing him to appear before a commissioner for examination, 
under sections 580 and 581 of The Code, appeared before such commis- 
sioner in obedience to the requirements of the order: Held, that it was 
too late to withdraw his assent voluntarily given to every part of the 
order when first made and by refusing to answer pertinent questions he 
made himself amenable, as for contempt, and liable to be attached and 
punished. 


2. The power to commit to the common jail a person refusing to testify before 
a commissioner, as provided for in section 1362 of The Code, is not given 
exclusively, if at all, to the commissioner, but he may invoke the aid of 
the judge from whom he derives his appointment, and whose authority 
ig defied. ~ 

3. The proceeding for the examination of a party to an action under sections 
580 and 581 of The Code, being ancillary to the main action, the court 
has authority without his consent to make an order in a county other 
than that in which the action is pending, but within the district, com- 
mitting him for contempt. 


4, Where the judge directed the sheriff to commit one refusing to answer 
questions propounded to him in such examination to the common jail 
until he should be willing to answer: Held, to be error since it was an 
attempted delegation of judicial power to an executive officer, and allowed 
the sheriff to determine how his prisoner should sufficiently demonstrate — 
his willingness to testify or what was such a compliance with the order 
as to justify his release. 

5. In such case the order should direct the issuing of a capias, or that defend- 
ant be arrested and brought before the court to answer as for contempt. 


6. An appeal from an order of commitment before trial of the main action 
will not be dismissed as premature. 


(142)  Aocrion brought to and complaint filed at August Term, 1892, 
of Harnett. 

The pleadings show that in January, 1891, and again in January, 
1892, the defendant signed contracts by which he was to receive from 
plaintiff “Sea Fowl” guano at a certain price, f. o. b. cars, Dunn, N. C., 
and on receipt of goods and invoice, or not later than 1 May of said 
year, the defendant Taylor contracted to execute to plaintiff his notes 
payable on 15 November and December of said years, and on 1 January 
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of the succeeding years. In each of said contracts it is provided that 
these notes are not to be considered as a settlement, but as an evidence 
of defendant’s responsibility for the goods. In said contracts is also the 
following clause: “It is understood and agreed that said fertilizers, and 
the specific cash, checks, notes, accounts and all the proceeds from the 
same are held by you (defendant) in trust for us (plaintiff) as our 
(plaintifi’s) property until all your notes given to us are paid in full.” 
The plaintiff sues for $766.67, represented by the defendant’s note pay- 
able 1 January, 1892, and given for goods obtained of plaintiff during 
1891; also for $230 for goods Sbtained of plaintiff during 1892 by de- 
fondant, for which no note was given. The sworn complaint, after 
alleging defendant Taylor’s indebtedness, recites that demand had been 
made upon him, as the trustee for plaintiff, for any of the fertilizers 
obtained from plaintiff in his possession or under his control, and the 
specific cash, checks, notes, accounts and all the proceeds from same 
which may have come into his hands or control by sales made of plain- 
tiff’s fertilizers since 29 January, 1891; that said demand had been 
ignored by defendant, and that plaintiff believes defendant still holds 
at least a portion of the fertilizers, or the cash, notes, etc., representing 
the proceeds of sales of same, though no information could be obtained 
in regard to same from said trustee, Taylor. 

Among other things, plaintiff prayed that aganiet be de- (143) 
clared trustee for it; that he be enjoined from disposing of the 
notes, securities, ete., which he held in trust; that the remainder on 
account, and that the proceeds of all notes, etc., when collected, be ap- 
plied as credits on plaintiff’s claim. : 

Upon hearing the sworn complaint used as an affidavit, the Hon. 
H. R. Bryan, Judge, issued an order on 10 August, returnable at cham- 
bers in Goldsboro on 29 August, restraining defendant from disposing 
of any of plaintiff’s fertilizers or any of the proceeds of same, etc., and 
requiring defendant Taylor to file at the hearing a sworn statement of 
account as to his dealings in connection with all fertilizers received from 
plaintiff since 25 January, 1891 (date of contract of 1891). The hear- 
ing. and restraints were continued by the court until 14 September, at 
Goldsboro, when and where the defendant appeared in person and by 
counsel, "After hearing the affidavits and argument. an injunction 
was granted, a recelver was appointed, and by consent and for the con- 
venience of parties, plaintiff and defendant, James Pearsall, in lieu of 
the court, was appointed a commissioner to take in Harnett County the 
examination under oath of the defendant, James A. Taylor, and cause 
the said James A. Taylor to sign the same, and transmit, with all ac- 
counts, . . . totheclerk of Harnett Superior Court . . . before 
the Fall Term, 1892, said examination to begin on 22 September, ete. 
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The receiver was agreed upon between plaintiff and defendant, and 
it was further agreed that he should not be required to give bond. At 
the hearing the court did not require defendant to produce any account. 
There was no appeal from the order of 14 September, 1892. On 92 
September, and again on 26 September, defendant appeared before Com- 

missioner Pearsall, and was examined by plaintiff’s counsel, when 
(144) defendant answered certain questions but refused to answer 
| others, though the commissioner overruled his objections except 
one. The commissioner having transmitted to Judge Bryan all the 
questions asked and answers made, and reported the defendant’s refusal 
to answer, and it further appearing by affidavits in behalf of the plain- 
tiff that defendant had refused to answer questions and had not deliy- 
ered to the receiver at least a portion of the property, as required to 
do by the order of 14 September, the court, on ........ October, 1892, 
issued an order requiring the defendant, James A. Taylor, to answer the 
said questions, and transfer to the receiver aforesaid the said mortgages 
and notes, or show cause before him at Goldsboro, on Tuesday, 18 
October, 1892, at 12 o’clock m., why he should not be attached for con- 
tempt. This order was served on 10 October. Defendant still refused 
to deliver to the receiver the notes, etc., as specified in the orders, and 
did not answer the questions, and upon his failure to show cause for not 
so doing, the court, after reciting the facts, issued an order requiring 
the sheriff of Harnett County to arrest the defendant and commit him 
to jail, and there detain him until he complied with the order of the © 
court by answering the questions and by delivering to the receiver the 
trust property or (suggested by counsel for defendant) a bond in lieu 
of said property. 

From this judgment the aetna appealed. 


AH. McD. Robinson for plainirff. 
FF. P. Jones for defendant. 


Avery, J. The statute (The Code, secs. 580 and 581) permits either 
plaintiff or defendant, upon notice, to subject the adversary party or 
person adversely interested in the action to examination before the clerk 

or judge, or a commissioner appointed by the court for the pur- 
(145) pose of eliciting evidence in support of his contention in the con- 
| troversy. Lakontaine v. Underwriters’ Assn., 88 N. C., 132; 
Vann v. Lawrence, 111 N. C., 32; Helms v. Green, 105 N. C., 251. The 
parties to an action, by waiving objection to the time or place of making 
it, may give validity to an order that would otherwise be void if the 
court has general jurisdiction of the controversy. But consent will not 
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confer jurisdiction over the subject-matter of the suit upon a court for- 
bidden or not empowered by law to take cognizance. Harrell v. Peebles, 
79 N. C., 26; Shackelford v. Miller, 91 N. C., 181; Harvey v. Hd- 
munds, 68 N. C., 248; McNeill v. Hodges, 99 N. C., 248. After assent- 
ing to the order quads at Goldsboro the defendant pipes before the 
referee in obedience to its requirements at the place designated and the 
hour specified. It was too late then to withdraw his assent, voluntarily 
given to every part of it when first made. So that the reeule. must be 
the same, were we to concede that but for such assent it might have been 
necessary to apply to the clerk or await the coming of the judge into 
the county. Skinner v. Terry, 107 N. C., 103; Godwin v. Monds, 101 
N. C., 354. 
if the commissioner had been appointed by the judge while sitting at 
chambers in Harnett County it would have been proper to have directed 
him to return the examination and papers under his hand and seal to 
the clerk of the Superior Court of that county before the next term of 
the court. The assent of the defendant to a change of venue did not 
otherwise change the nature of the proceeding, or dispense with the 
necessity for its return in the prescribed way to the proper court. As- 
signing for his refusal only the insufficient reason that the proceeding 
was to be so certified to the clerk, the defendant declined to answer in 
whole or in part many questions ‘propounded with the palpable 
purpose of eliciting Information, which, according to the appar- ( 146) 
ently correct construction. of the contract contended for by the 
plaintiff company, might manifestly become indispensable in filing the 
pleadings or prosecuting the action. The notes and mortgages executed 
to secure the guano sold and the books showing accounts of sales were 
presumably in the possession of the defendant, and yet, if the parties 
had not, as the plaintiff insisted, abrogated the ‘original contract, a just 
settlement could not be had until these papers should be produced, nor 
could the plaintiff know precisely what amount was due from defendant . 
without access to them. The plaintiff had unquestionably the right to 
the aid of the court in compelling the production of all documentary 
evidence necessary or pertinent in the preparation of the complaint or 
the development of the case on the trial. Comrs. v. Lemly, 85 N. C., 
341; Austin v. Secrest, 91 N. C., 214; McLeod v. Bullard, 84 N. C., 
515. By declining to answer a series of questions, calculated and in- 
tended to elicit information that seemed essential to the prosecution of 
the suit, and which was nevertheless within his own exclusive knowledge, 
and failing to assign a more substantial reason than that given for his 
refusal, the defendant made himself amenable, as for contempt, and 
liable to be attached and punished, and the judge not only had the power 
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but it was his duty to maintain the authority of the court by compelling 
a compliance with its lawful orders. Lafontaine v. Underwriters’ Assn., 
supra. | : 
The commissioner was acting for the court and it was the duty of the 
defendant to answer proper questions propounded by him, just as though 
the examination had been conducted before the judge or clerk. The 
Code, sec. 1862, provides that “Commissioners to take depositions ap- 
pointed by the courts of this State or by the courts of the States 
(147) and Territories of the United States, arbitrators, referees and 
all persons acting under a commission issuing from any court of 
record of this State are hereby empowered to issue subpenas, etec., and 
to administer oaths to said witnesses to the end that they may give their 
testimony, . . . and any witness appearing before any of the said 
persons and refusing to give his testimony on oath touching such mat- 
ters as he may be lawfully examined unto, shall be committed, by war- 
rant of the person before whom he shall so refuse, to the common jail 
of the county, there to remain until he may be willing to give his evi- 
dence.” Whether the person (Pearsall) before whom the examination 
was had, had the authority to commit the defendant or not, 1t is certain 
that the power, if it existed, was not exclusive. The section quoted was 
in any view only directory, and the commissioner might invoke the 
power of the judge, whose authority had been defied when the witness 
declined to submit to an examination which had been ordered, even 
though, under the statute, he was himself clothed with concurrent au- 
thority to compel the witness to answer. 
In Comrs. v. Lemly, supra, the clerk of the court issued a summons 
- to the defendant to appear before him and produce certain books and 
papers, and though he, under the statute (C. C. P., 384; The Code, sec. 
581), was clothed with precisely the same authority as the Judge, yet, de- 
clining to exercise it, he allowed an appeal from his order overruling the 
defendant’s objections, and left the court in term time to deal with the 
question of contempt. The order of the clerk was affirmed in the Supe- 
rior Court, but no motion was made to attach the defendant. On appeal 
Chief Justice Smith, for the Court, said: “We should have some hesi- 
tancy in sustaining the appeal, but that the plaintiffs are deprived of im- 
portant evidence to sustain their action and the cause may still 
(148) proceed in making full preparations for the trial notwithstanding 
the appeal.” In 8. v. Wylde, 110 N. C., 500, the appeal was dis- 
- missed for a fatal defect in the prosecution bond, and the point really 
involved in Vann v. Lawrence, 111 N. C., 32, if the appellant had had 
a status in this Court, would have been whether it was necessary to 
obtain leave of court below to take the examination of an adverse party 
previous to the trial and before the clerk. 


136 


N.C) FEBRUARY TERM, 1893 


FERTILIZER Co. v. TAYLOR 


In the case of Comrs. v. Lemly, supra, the jurisdiction of this Court 
to review the order of the court below depending upon precisely the 
same question that is involved in that at bar, was drawn in question. 
The defendant had appealed from the order of the person before whom 
the examination was had, overruling his objection to producing the 
papers and making the disclosures required. The opinion in Vann’s 
case must not be misunderstood as overruling Lemly’s case. In Guil- 
ford County v. The Georgia Company, 109 N. C., 310, the appeal was 
from a ruling that the summons was not properly served, and the case 
ig no more analogous to ours than Vann v. Lawrence, supra. In Vann’s 
case the Court suggest a criterion for testing the question whether an 
appeal lies from any interlocutory order, which is perhaps the safest 
that we can adopt. Jt is involved in the question whether the delay in 
reviewing the ruling excepted to, till after final judgment, would prob-- 
ably subject either of the parties to irreparable loss by depriving him of 
protection to his rights, which a subsequent appeal could not afford. 1 
Freeman Judgment, sec. 35. If a plaintiff is put to a disadvantage in 
the prosecution of a suit for want of Information within the exclusive 
knowledge of the defendant and which he had a right to elicit, by the 
refusal of the latter to answer on examination, a ruling upon his excep- 
tion at the close of a long contest conducted in the dark, that he can 
begin de novo and get the information essential to his success, 1s 
only less satisfactory than that of a defendant who has been sub- (149) 
jected to criminal punishment by reason of his own enforced dis- 
closures on such examination before the appellate court informs him of 
his right to withhold them. We do not think it necessary to overrule 
the decision in Comrs. v. Lemly, which involved the precise point raised 
in this case, by dismissing the appeal as premature. It is unsafe to 
forecast future developments and declare that a question involving the 
most vital rights of parties may not arise on an inquisitorial examina- 
tion, allowed before the enactment of The Code only in Courts of Equity 
and ‘there guarded by well-defined rules limiting the scope of the inter- 
rogation for the protection of the rights of the person subjected to it. 

While, therefore, as a general rule, this Court discountenances frag- 
mentary appeals, yet, where the issue involved is whether a plaintiff 
shall compel a discovery of information peculiarly within the knowledge ~ 
of the defendant and essential to the successful prosecution of a suit, in 
which he showed an apparent right to recover, as well as where the 
party being examined is about to be compelled to give evidence that will 
expose him to prosecution for crime or to allow the plaintiff to pry into 
his defense by eliciting information in no way essential to the support 
of his own cause, the ruling of the court below is always subject to 
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review, because it involves a substantial right. Cooley Const. Lim., 
marg. p. 874; Adams’ Eq., pp. 2 to 4; a on Trials, sec, 744; 
1 Pom. Eq. Far. sec, 201. : 
The pee upon the refusal of the defendant to answer, sent 
the proceedings ‘before him to the judge of the district at chatibots. who 
at first returned them without action. Whereupon the plaintiff obtained 
an order that the defendant appear before the judge at chambers in 
- Goldsboro and show cause why he should not be attached. On 
(150) failure of the defendant to appear in obedience to this order, it 
was adjudged by the court at chambers that the defendant turn 
over the notes, etc., received for guano sold for the plaintiff company, 
and that the shena arrest the said defendant and commit him to Jail 
till he comply with the order of the court. | 
Being brought in the prescribed mode before the commissioner, the 
defendant in refusing to answer unquestionably rendered himself liable 
to be punished as for contempt under the express provision of the 
statute. The Code, sec. 654 (4). But, if the subsection referred to had 
been omitted, courts of record are empowered by another subsection, 
section 654 (7), to punish as for contempt “in all other cases where at- 
tachments and proceedings as for contempt have been heretofore (before 
1868) adopted and practiced in courts of record in this State, to en- 
force the civil remedies or protect the rights of any party to an action.” 
Before that, either the Superior Court or a commissioner appointed by 
it, could ponian for contempt a witness who declined to answer a proper 
question propounded to him on examination before the latter. Tey. 
Code, ch. 31, sec. 64; The Code, sec. 1362. The old statute is still un- — 
repealed and in no wise conflicts with the later enactment. The power 
given carries with it, by necessary implication, authority to pursue the 
practice adopted before 1868, in so far as it had not been abolished by 
the Constitution or statutes, if necessary to the enforcement of the 
remedies and the protection of the rights relating to the conduct of the 
action. As we have shown, it was impossible to afford adequate redress 
or such relief as would have been given by a Court of Equity, on a bill 
of discovery in aid of another action at law, to the plaintiff without 
compelling the defendant to make disclosures of his dealing, as agent or 
trustee for the plaintiff, promptly, so as to subserve the purpose of shap- 
ing his pleadings and aiding in the preparation for trial. The 
(151) cases (Bynum v. Powe, 97 N. C., 374, and McNeill v. Hodges, 
99 N. C., 248), cited by counsel to ee his contention that 
the order to attach for contempt was void, if made outside of Harnett 
County (where the action was pending), though within the judicial 
district, have no application to the point presented here. Admitting 
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that the authority of the judges to make interlocutory orders, outside of 
such county and without consent of parties, is restricted to cases where 
they derive their power from some provision of our statutes, it is never- 
theless a well-established principle that a statutory provision, clothing 
a court with certain authority, implies a grant of power, in exercising it, 
to compel obedience to its decrees by promptly resorting to attachment, 
if necessary to do so, in order that the ends of justice may not be de- 
feated by the delay incident to such defiance. If we concede the general 
rule, cases where the authority to make interlocutory orders is conferred 
by necessary implication as incident to the exercise of powers given, as 
well as where it is granted in express terms, constitute exceptions to it. 
Parker v. McPhail, post, 502; Young v. Rollins, 90 N. C., 125; Pain v. 
Pain, 80 N. C., 822. In substituting an examination for a bill of dis- 
covery the Legislature intended to expedite trials by allowing the 
plaintiff to acquire information in vacation, and prepare his pleadings 
in advance of an approaching term. The proceeding is ancillary to the 
main action, and, therefore, the spirit of The Code as well as the letter 
of the rule prescribed in Parker v. McPhai warranted the judge in mak- 
ing a proper order at Goldsboro within the district. 

It was error, however, to direct the sheriff to commit the defendant to 
jail till he should be willing to answer, leaving him to determine how 
his prisoner should sufficiently demonstrate his willingness, or what 
was such a compliance with the order as to justify his release. 

Such an order involved necessarily an attempted delegation of (152) 
judicial power to the executive officer of the court, and to that 
extent was vold. Strickland v. Cox, 102 N. C., 411; In re Deaton, 105 
N. C., 59. When the defendant refused to appear upon notice that he 
was required to show cause, he was in contempt and the order should 
have directed the issuing of a capias, which was the process issued by 
the Court of Equity under such circumstances (3 Blk., marg. pp. 448, 
444), or, in consonance with the spirit of The Code, he could have made 
an. order that Taylor be arrested and brought before him to answer as 
for contempt. 

The judgement, therefore, should be so modified as to direct the 
sheriff to arrest the defendant, and him safely keep, so that he have him 
before the judge at chambers at a time and place specified, or before 
the court at next term, to answer as for contempt in disobeying the 
order. The defendant must pay the costs of the appeal. 

JUDGMENT MODIFIED. 


Cited: ae v. Pinkston, ee 304; Holt v. Waeeneus Co., 116 
Nz C., 488, 490; Bank v. Gilmer, 118 N. C., 670; Ledbetter v. Pinner. 
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120 N. C., 457; Herring v. Pugh, 126 N. C., 860; Moore v. Moore, 130 
N. C., 3384; Bank v. Peregoy, 147 N. C., 297; Cahoon v. Brinkley, 176 
N. C., 7; Smith v. Wooding, 177 N. C., 548. 


(153) 
*GRAY J. TOOLE v. LAURA TOOLE. 


Divorce—Evidence—Admissibility of Declarations of Paramour. 


1. The declarations of an alleged paramour, made to or in the presence of a 
party to a suit for divorce a vinculo matrimonii, tending to show that 
improper familiarities had been or were about to be indulged in between 
them, and such party’s reply to the declarations are admissible as evi- 
dence, and do not come within the prohibition of section 1288 of The Code. © 


2. A declaration made by a husband to his wife as follows: ‘‘Laura, I have 
told you before, and I tell you again, I don’t want to catch Palmer at 
my house any more,” made in the presence of a witness who testified to 
witnessing improper and suspicious conduct between the feme defendant 
and Palmer, the alleged paramour, was not such a confidential communi- 
cation between husband and wife as is privileged, but a command uttered 
in the presence of another, and was competent testimony when offered 

_by a third party in connection with testimony concerning the feme de- 
fendant’s improper conduct. 


3. In an action for divorce on the ground of adultery of the wife, evidence 
that she offered to pay the costs of a criminal prosecution against her 
alleged paramour was competent, not in any sense as a confession of 
her guilt, but as tending to show interest in and association with him, 
and as corroborating other testimony as to adulterous intercourse between 
the parties. 


4, Error in admitting incompetent testimony is cured when the judge with- 
draws it from the jury and enjoins them not to consider it in making up 
their verdict. 


* BURWELL, J., having been of counsel, did not sit. 


Action for divorce, tried at February Term, 1892, of Mecxiensure, 
before Bynum, J. | 

In connection with other testimony tending to prove rectly criminal 
intercourse, as charged in the complaint, between one Palmer and the 
defendant, as well as their association under suspicious circumstances 
on other occasions, a witness, Laura Webb, was allowed to testify, de 
fendant objecting, to a conversation between Palmer and defendant, in 
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which Palmer said: “When I was in Florida you sent for me to come 
back; now you have gone back on me for another man; you have 
something of mine that cost five dollars, and I want it.” To which 
defendant (putting her head out of the window) answered: “I have 
misplaced it; go away.’ Whereupon Palmer replied: “You are a 
lie; it 1s in that house and I want it; you have gone back on me 
for suotiee man.” She further stated that Palmer was in the street 
and defendant was in the house while they were talking. To the 
ruling that the testimony was competent defendant excepted. (154) 

The witness Webb was allowed to testify (defendant objecting 
and excepting) as to what defendant swore on a trial against Lillie 
Graham for slander. 

After the evidence was all in, and after the argument of counsel was 
concluded, one of plaintiff’s counsel having insisted in argument that 
the fact that the defendant had, on the trial of the slander suit, first 
denied that she was in the cemetery with Palmer, and then admitted it, 
was a circumstance tending strongly to show that defendant’s association 
with Palmer was not a proper one, his Honor proceeded to instruct, the 
jury, and in doing so called their attention to the fact that he had ad- 
mitted the evidence of what occurred at the trial of the slander suit, 
but upon further consideration he had concluded it was incompetent, 
and he now excluded it from the case. He further told the jury that 
they must not consider it, or allow it to have influence upon their minds 
or in any way to affect their verdict, and if they were not satisfied by a 
preponderance of the evidence, other than the evidence of what occurred 
at that trial, now ruled out, that the defendant had committed adultery 
with Henry Palmer, as alleged, it would be their duty to answer each 
of the issues “No.” 

Morris said he knew Palmer; had not seen him for i years ; 
arrested him for stealing coal, and he got away. After this, defendant 
came to his house. (Plaintiff proposed to show by this witness what 
defendant said about Palmer. Defendant objected; objection sustained ; 
objection withdrawn.) Witness stated defendant asked him if she could 
not pay the costs against Palmer and get the matter fixed up. She said 
something about this case between her and her husband; could not say 
she said she wanted Palmer for a witness. 

The testimony that gives rise to the other exception is set forth 
in the opinion. (155) 

From the judgment dissolving the bonds of matrimony, founded 
on, verdict for the plaintiff, defendant appealed. 


P. D. Walker for plainirff. 
Jones & Tillett for defendant. 
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Avery, J., after stating the facts: On the trial of actions for divorce 
a vinculo matrimonvi the adultery alleged cannot be shown either by the 
direct testimony of the parties or confession of husband or wife made to 
each other, or admissions in the pleadings. The Code, sec. 1288; Steel 
v. Steel, 104 N. C., 631. But the declarations of an alleged paramour, 
made to or in the presence of the feme defendant, indicating that 1m- 
proper familiarities had been or were about to be indulged in between 
them, and her reply to such declarations, fall neither within the pro- 
hibition of the statute nor the reason of the rule, and are therefore 
clearly incompetent. Hansley v. Hansley, 32 N. C., 506; Brown on 
Divoree, 59; Pond v. Pond, 182 Mass., 219; 2 Bishop Mar. & Div., 
1417. The conversation between Palmer and the defendant, from its 
very nature, precluded the possibility that it was conceived in any col- 
lusive arrangement between the parties; and “the policy of the law, as 
affirmed in the express provision of the statute, is to exclude confidential 
communications between husband and wife, as privileged, and any decla- 
ration by either that apparently may have originated in a conspiracy 
between them to manufacture or furnish evidence sufficient to warrant 
a decree of divorcee.” Perkins v. Perkins, 88 N.C., 41. But where there 
is no danger of opening the door for collusive testimony, such suspicious 
conversations with an alleged paramour are clearly competent, especially 
in corroboration of other circumstantial testimony, or in connec- 
(156) tion with other direct evidence tending to prove adulterous inter- 
course with the paramour. The unwarranted familiarity between 
the defendant and Palmer, which is shown by the conversation, tends to 
prove that improper relations had existed between them, and to corrobo- 
rate other testimony as to criminal intercourse. 2 Bishop Mar. & Div., 
sec, 1374. | 
Confidential communications between husband and wife are privi- 
leged, and neither is compelled to divulge them upon the witness stand; 
but the testimony of Lillie Graham that she saw Palmer in the bedroom 
of the defendant, and at the trestle, in company with her, was competent 
in itself, and when considered in connection with the previous declara- 
tion of the plaintiff, made to defendant in presence of the witness, 
her disregard of his express wishes becomes material, because it makes 
her conduct appear much more suspicious. The language used by the 
husband about a week before, viz., “Laura, I have told you before, and 
tell you again, I don’t want to catch Palmer at my house any more,” 
was not a confidential communication between husband and wife, but a 
command, uttered in the presence of another, the disregard of which 
tended to prove her infatuation for Palmer. If, then, we should con- 
cede that confidential communications between husband and wife are 
not simply privileged as to them, but cannot be proven even by a third 
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person, and though neither husband nor wife is competent or compellable 
to testify directly as to the adulterous acts charged, according to a proper 
interpretation of the statute (The Code, sec. 588), this was not such a 
communication, and, being offered in connection with her conduct, and 
proven by a third person, was competent. But similar testimony was _ 
declared, when this case was heard on the former appeal (Toole v. 
Toole, 109 N. C., 615), to be competent as tending to show adulterous 
intercourse, as well as for the purpose of contradicting the witness, who 
testified that plaintiff had employed Palmer to stay with his 
family. It is therefore needless to discuss this point at greater (157) 
length. 

If the testimony of Webb was incompetent, the error in admitting it 
was cured by withdrawing it from the jury and giving them the proper 
caution not to be influenced by it in making up their verdict. Gilbert v. 
James, 86 N. C., 244; McAllister v. McAllister, 34 N. C., 184; Osborne 
v. Wilkes, 108 N. C., 651. From the statement of the case on appeal it 
appears that the objection to the testimony of Morris was withdrawn, 
though the exception to its admission seems to have been assigned and 
to be now insisted on as error. It is not material, however, whether it 
can be insisted on or not. The request of the defendant to be allowed to 
‘pay the costs of a prosecution against Palmer was in no sense a confes- 
sion of her guilt. It was but a circumstance tending to show interest in 
him and association with him, and to corroborate other testimony as to 
adulterous intercourse between the parties. Hansley v. Hansley, supra. 

The statute protects the sanctity of the relation by preventing the dis- 
closure of confidential communications between husband and wife, and 
all confessions of guilt by the parties are looked upon with suspicion, 
because of the temptation to resort to collusion, when, as is frequently 
the case, both parties desire to be released from the contract. But a 
different question is presented when the declaration of a particeps crimi- 
nis to the accused party, and the conversation growing out of it, though 
amounting to an admission of criminality, is offered, or when a com- 
mand of a husband to a wife is proved by a third party in connection 
with evidence of her disregard of such command at the instance of an 
alleged paramour. Whether under our statutes now in force admissions 
of guilt by either husband or wife, made to a third person, and 
under such circumstances as to preclude the suspicion of collu- (158) 
sion, would in any case be competent when disconnected with 
other evidence of familiarity or improper. association, it is not neces- 
sary to determine. 

For the reasons given, we think that there was 

No ERROR. 
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Cited: Kinney v. Kinney, 149 N. C., 326; 8. v. Randall, 170 N. C., 
761; S. v. Walton, 172 N. ©., 932; Stephenson v. Raleigh, 178 N. C., 
170. | 


EASTERN CAROLINA LAND, LUMBER AND MANUFACTURING 
COMPANY v. GEORGE H. FREY. 


I njunction—Description of Land—Eaceptions nm Deed. 


1. Where, in a patent to B., setting out the boundaries of a grant of land in 
the year 1795, there is an exception as follows: “within which boundaries 
there hath been heretofore granted 22,6388 acres,” the exception is not void 
for uncertainty if it can be shown what land was included in the excepted 
grant, 

2. Where it is found as a fact that defendant’s land, claimed under a patent 
to R., issued in 1716, is within the outer boundaries of the patent to B., 
under which plaintiff claims, and that plaintiff has never been in’ posses- 
sion of any part of defendant’s land, but has occupied certain portions of 
the land covered by the B. patent: Held, that the plaintiff's possession is 
constructive only up to the boundaries of the R. patent. 


Procusprnes for injunction, removed from Hertford and heard before 
Hoke, J., at Fall Term, 1892, of Daze. 

The court found the facts ‘and rendered judgment as follows: 

1. That plaintiffs are the owners of the lands known as the John 
Gray Blount patent, dated 7 September, 1795, in which said patent 

appears the following exceptions: “within which bounds there | 

(159) hath been heretofore granted 22,633 acres, and is now surveyed 
= to be granted to Mr. George Pollock, 9,600 acres, which begins at 
Samuel Jackson’s northeast corner of 2,000-acre grant on Mill Tail 
Creek, and runs south and east for complement, as by the plat hereunto 
annexed doth appear, together with all woods, waters, mines, heredita- 
ments and appurtenances to the said land belonging or appertaining.” 
And such exceptions also appear in all the deeds by which plaintiffs 
claim and hold the lands included in said patent. 

2. That defendants introduced and claim under a patent to William 
Rayfield, bearing date 19 October, 1716, which said land is in the outer 
boundaries of the Blount patent, and shows a line of deeds, beginning 
by deed of Evan Jones to Joseph Alexander, bearing date 15 December, 
1766, and from said Alexander to defendanta. The deed from Evan 
Jones to Joseph Alexander recites that he conveys the Rayfield patent 
lands to Joseph Alexander, but there is no deed from Rayfield to Jones 
exhibited. : 
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3. That plaintiffs have occupied and possessed certain portions of the 
lands covered by the John Gray Blount patent continuously since 1873, 
but have had no possession or occupation of the lands covered by the 
Rayfield patent. 

4, That in the last month, to wit, about 17 October, 1892, defendants, 
under their claims, have entered upon and cut timber on the Rayfield 
patent, and not elsewhere, and do not intend to cut or trespass on lands 
not included in the Rayfield patent, or not included in other patents 
older than the John Gray Blount patent, and of which plaintiffs have 
ae had possession. 

. The court finds as conclusion of law that the planets have shown 
no ger real or apparent, to the lands of the Rayfield patent, or other 
patents in the outer boundaries of the Blount patent which antedate 
said Blount patent, and it is therefore adjudged that the restrain- 
ing order heretofore issued be and the same is hereby dissolved (160) 
as to said lands included in the Rayfield patent and other patents 
included in the outer boundaries of the John Gray Blount patent, and 
which antedate said Blount patent, and as to the lands included in said 
Blount patent, and not included in said older patents, the restraining: 
order is continued to the hearing of the cause. 

From this judgment plaintiff appealed. 


Busbee & Busbee for plaintiff. 
Grandy & Aydlett for defendant. 


CrarK, J. We concur with the court below that “the plaintiff has 
shown no title, real or apparent, to the land covered by the Rayfield 
patent, which antedated the Blount patent.” The plaintiff claims under 
a patent issued to John Gray Blount in 1795, which contains this excep- 
tion, “within which bounds there hath been heretofore granted 22,360 
acres.” The same exception appears in all the deeds which make up 
the plaintiffs chain of title. 

The defendants claim under a patent for 480 acres issued to one Ray- 
field in 1716. It is found as a fact that the Rayfield land is within the 
outer boundaries of the Blount patent, and that the plaintiff has never 
been in possession of any part of the Rayfield land, though it has been in 
possession since 1873 of certain portions of the land covered by the 


Blount patent. 


The possession by the plaintiff of any land embraced in its deed was 
constructive possession up to the boundaries thereof. But this deed had 
inside as well as outside boundaries. It expressly excepted and did not 
convey land within the outside boundaries which had already been 
granted when the Blount patent issued. The Rayfield patent had 
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(161) been granted previously, and though not expressly named in 

the Blount patent, 1d certum est, quod certum reddi potest. This 
case differs from Waugh v. Richardson, 80 N. C., 470, where an excep- 
tion simply “of 5,000 acres” was held void for anderfainty: In McCor- 
mick v. Monroe, ‘46 N..C., 18, an exception, like the present, of “250 
acres previously granted,” failed, because such prior grant was not 
offered in evidence. But it was held it would have been good if such 
grant had been produced. Melton v. Monday, 64 N. C., 295. Here the 
prior grant to Rayfield was in evidence. Nor is it material that there 
is a link broken in the defendant’s chain of title. The plaintiff has 
failed to show either possession of, or any title or color of title to, the 
locus in quo. It has no right to ask that the defendants be restrained 
from cutting timber thereon. 

Nor can we give any weight to the suggestion that it will be difficult 
now to locate the lines of the Rayfield patent. It is found that the 
defendants have not.cut and do not intend to cut or trespass on lands 
outside of said patent. The restraining order was sought to prevent 
cutting on the Rayfield land, and was dissolved so as to permit the. 
defendants to cut thereon. If they cut over the line, they will do so at 
their peril, of course. 

AFFIRMED. 


Cited: Basnight v. Smith, post, 232; Hemphill v. Annis, 119 N. C., 
518; Lumber Co. v. Cedar Co., 142 N. C., 413, 422; Bowser v. Wescott, 
145 N. C., 66. , | 


(162) 
M. W. BUFFKINS v. D. EASON sanp WIFE. 


Claim and Delwery—Title to Personal Property—Demand. 


1. Where E. bought the interest of his partner, B., in a crop, and agreed that 
the title to the crop should be in B. until the purchase-money, expenses, 
etc., should be paid by the purchaser: Held, that the effect of the contract 
was to place the title to the entire crop in B. until the amount therein 
specified was paid, and hence that claim and delivery would lie. 


2. The denial. by. answer of title alleged in the complaint dispenses with the 
necessity of proof of demand before action brought, and it was not error 
in the court below to withdraw, as immaterial, an issue previously sub- 
mitted to the jury concerning such demand. 


: Apprar at Fall Term, 1892, of Pasquotank, from Hoke, J. 
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The plaintiff and defendant were partners as farmers and stock raisers 
for the year 1890, upon terms set out in articles of partnership. In 
August of that year the defendant bought out the interest of the pees 
in the er op and executed to him the pon OWENE Instr ument : 


I, D. Eason, do hereby agree to pay M. W. Buffkins or his heirs, on 
or before 1 January, 1891, two hundred dollars for his entire interest in 
all the crops which I, the said Eason, have raised on the Carver farm 
in the year 1890, except the grass and clover patch on house side; and 
the said Eason further agrees to pay all expenses for working said crop, 
and to pay all bills and accounts for whicli the said M. W. Buffkins may 
be bound for in the working said crop of 1890; and I further agree that 
the title to the said crop shall be in the said M. W. Buifkins until said 
purchase-money, expense bills and accounts are paid by the said 
Eason. Given under my mene and seal, this 28 August, 1890. (163) 

D. Eason. [spar] 


The purchase-money not having been paid, the plaintiff brought claim 
and delivery for the corn raised on the farm. The defendant denied the 
plaintiffs title and contended that he and plaintiff were tenants in com- 
mon of the corn, and that claim and delivery would not lie. 

Verdict and judgment for plaintiff. Appeal by defendant. 


Grandy & Aydlett for defendant. 
No counsel contra. 


Crark, J. We concur with his Honor that the force and effect of 
the contract set out was to place the title to the entire crop in the plain- 
tiff until the amount therein specified was paid, and hence that claim 
and delivery would lie. The words, “I further agree that the title to the 
said crop shall be in the said Buffkins until,” etc., admit of no other 
construction. They were so construed when the case was here before 
(110 N. C., 264). The case then went back because it did not appear 
that the execution of the contract of sale was proved. On this trial its 
execution was admitted by the defendant. 

The allegation in the complaint of title to the corn was denied by the 
answer. The court, therefore, properly held that no demand was neces- 
sary, and committed no error in withdrawing an issue previously sub- 
mitted as to whether or not there had been a demand made before action 
brought. Vincent v. Corbin, 85 N. C., 108; Waddell v. Swann, 91 N. C,, 
108; Wiley v. Logan, 95 N. C., 358. | 

No ERROR. 


Cited: Moore v. Hurtt, 124 N. C., 29; Satterthwaiie v. Ellis, 129 
N.C., 71; Smith v. French, 141 N. C., 4; Shuford v. Cook, 164 N. C., 48. 
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(164) 
W. C. MARRINER & BRO. v. THE JOHN L. ROPER COMPANY. 


Merchandise Orders—Rights of Assignees—Interpretation of Statute— 
“Pace Value,’ Meaning of. 


1. The act of 1889, ch. 280, which forbids the issuance of “nontransferable” 
tickets or scrip to laborers by their employers and requires all tickets or 
serip issued to laborers for labor done to be “paid to the person holding 
the same their face value by the person, etc., issuing the same,” does not 
authorize the assignee of a, ticket or scrip payable in merchandise to 
demand and receive payment in money instead of in merchandise. 


2. The “value” of a thing is its general power of purchasing, the command 
which its possession gives over purchasable commodities in general, and 
“face value” is the value expressed on the face of the writing in the com- 
modity in which it is payable. 

3. Statutes restricting or disabling persons capable of contracting in the mak- 
ing of contracts, being in derogation of common right, and especially those 
penal in their nature, must be strictly construed. 


Action tried at. Special Term, 1892, of Wasuineron, before Hoke, J., 
on appeal from a justice of the peace, before whom the plaintifis, as 
transferees of the payees, brought their action to recover in money the 
ageregate value of certain orders issued since April, 1891, by the defend- 
ant corporation to the plaintiff’s transferers for labor done and payable 
“in merchandise.” | 

At the trial in the court below everything was admitted, necessary to 
bring before the court the construction of Laws 1889, ch. 280. It was 
in evidence that the plaintiffs had demanded the payment of said orders 
in money, but not in merchandise; and further, that the defendant had 
always been and at the trial was ready and willing to pay the orders 
-in merchandise as called for, which plaintiffs refused to accept. 

Upon an intimation by his Honor that plaintiffs were not 
(165) entitled to recover, the plaintiffs submitted to nonsuit and ap- 
pealed. P | 


L. C. Latham for plaintiffs. 
C. L. Pettigrew for defendant. 


MacRaz, J. Everything is admitted in this case to bring before the 
Court the question of the consurucaon of Laws 1889, ch. 280, whether 
the assignee of the order or “scrip” issued by defendant, payable in 
merchandise, is entitled to require of defendant payment of the face 
value of the same in money instead of in merchandise. The language 
of the first section of the statute is as follows: 3 
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“That it shall be unlawful for any person or persons, firm or cor- 
poration, who employ laborers by the day, week or month, to issue In 
payment for such labor any ticket or tickets or other serip bearing upon 
their face the words ‘non-transferable, or to issue tickets or scrip in 
any form that would render them void by transfer from the person or 
persons to whom issued, but all tickets or scrip issued to laborers for 
labor done shall be paid to the person holding the same their face value 
by the person or persons, firm or corporation. issuing the same.” 

The operation of this statute was confined to certain counties named. 
By Laws 1891, ch. 370, its provisions were extended to the county of 
Washington and subsequently, as we are informed, made general. 

It will not be necessary for us to address ourselves to the very serious 
constitutional question how far it is in the power of the Legislature to 
abridge the contractual rights of persons suit juris, or attempt to mark 
the lines of public policy by which personal liberties may be restricted. 
These questions arise in the consideration of particular cases, and must 
be met only when they are presented, and then with the mind of 
the Court disposed to uphold the legislation, unless it plainly (166) 
appears to be in disregard of the principles of liberty guaranteed 
in the Constitution and in natural right. 

In the case before us it is simply a matter of interpretation of the 
meaning of words where there is little room for construction. It is fully 
admitted that the orders in question are transferable, and that the 
assignee has all the rights of the original holder or payee. The difh- 
culty has arisen in the construction of the words, “shall be paid to the 
person holding the same their face value.” 

If we may look to the caption of the act it reads: “An act to prevent 
manufacturers and others from issuing non-transferable tickets or other 
scrip in payment for labor done.” The language of the act itself is 
large enough to relieve it from objections which would apply to class 
legislation, for it bears upon all persons, firms and corporations employ- 
ing laborers. What is the meaning of “shall be paid . . . their 
face value?” Admitting the liberty of all persons swt juris to make 
contracts within the bounds of public policy, and therefore the right of 
the employee to accept and of the employer to give an order payable in 
merchandise for labor done, and the right of the payee to transfer and 
assign the same, do the words above quoted change the contract and 
authorize the assignee to demand and recelve payment in money instead 
of in merchandise? 

There is nothing in our view which would permit us to place the 
narrow construction contended for by the plaintiffs upon this statute 
so as to restrict the payment to money. The word “pay,” while often 
in commercial transactions meaning satisfaction in money, has a much 
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wider significance in its ordinary usage, and includes satisfaction, dis- 
charge, compensation. The only meaning of “face value” which occurs 
to us is the value expressed on the face of the writing. This 
(167) word “value” is a word more comprehensive than price. “By 
price.of a thing, therefore, we shall henceforth understand its 
value in money;.by the value or exchange value of a thing, its general 
power of purchasing, the command which its possession gives over pur- 
chasable commodities in general.” These are definitions given by Mill 
in his Political Economy. The word is used in many senses which 
might be illustrated had we the time, but would serve no good purpose 
here. 
_ If it had been the intention of the act to confine it to money it would 
have been easy so to express it. In a statute of the same character in 
West Virginia the words used are “face value in lawful money of the 
United States.” Other words would have expressed the plain meaning 
of the Legislature if such had been its intention. We are not at liberty 
to supply words unless they are clearly necessary to carry out the spirit 
and intent of the statute. 

In this instance the face value is that which is expressed on the face 
of a paper—so many dollars in merchandise. To this the transferee is 
entitled, and in case of refusal on the part of the drawer or maker so 
to pay, the damage 1s measured in money. Hamilton v. Eller, 33 N. C., 
276; Lackey v. Miller, 61 N. C., 26. But this, according to the admis- 
sions, the defendants are ready to pay, and the plaintiffs refuse to 
accept. The contract, made between parties “able to contract,’ con- 
stitutes an agreement that the obligation may be discharged in mer- 
chandise, and the assignee, by force of the statute, is in no better posi- 
tion than the original payee. It will be observed that this statute is 
not only in derogation of common right, but it is highly penal in its 
nature, the second section making it a misdemeanor to violate its pro- 
visions. By all rules we must apply to it a strict construction. 

Every man of full age and sound mind is at liberty to make 

(168) contracts, and if made upon good consideration and without 

fraud he must be bound by them, unless by statutory provision 

he is disabled. And disabling statutes of that nature should be con- 

strued strictly for, though founded in policy and a just regard to the 

public welfare, they are in derogation of private rights. Smith v.' 

Spooner, 3 Pick., 229. We refer to the above case, not because we have 

no authorities of our own to the same effect, but simply to use the lan- 
guage which is so obviously appropriate to the matter before us. 

AFFIRMED, 
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J. L. WARD and Wire v. THE ALBEMARLE AND RALEIGH 
~ RAILROAD COMPANY. 


Prachoet ssues—-Hequest for Special Instructions to J gee Not 
in Apt Time. 


1. Where, in an action for damages caused by diversion of water from its 
regular channel, the plaintiffs expressly abandoned all claim for injury 
arising from the diversion and direction of surface water upon their land, 
and where the response to issues already submitted would necessarily 
negative the idea of damage by “surface water,’ it was not error for the 
judge to refuse to submit an issue presenting the question whether the 
water diverted (if any) was rain or surface water. 


2. Requests for special instructions to the jury, as well as a request that 
the judge shall put his charge in writing, should be made at or before the 
close of the testimony. This is the limit of ‘“‘apt time,” as settled by 
established practice, and any relaxation of the rule is in the discretion of 
the trial judge. | 


8. A general exception to a charge as given by the judge below cannot be 
considered in this Court. 


4, Damages caused by diversion of water are not covered by the statute 
(section 1943 et seq. of The Code), providing for the acquirement of 
rights of way by railroad companies. 


Action tried before Bryan, J., and a jury, at March Term, (169) 
1892, of Prrr, for damages allegéd to have been sustained by the _ 
diversion of water on plaintiffs’ land by the negligent construction of 
defendant company’s roadbed. 

Plaintiff, J. L. Ward, testified as follows im reference to a water- 
courses on his land, and the ponding of the water thereon by the em- 
bankment cousemicted by defendant, and the damages resulting there- 
from: “Live in Bethel, Pitt County, on north side of Albemarle and 
Raleigh Railroad Company; runs through my farm; it was completed 
in 1882. My drainway was Sugg’s branch. Before railroad built, water 
went right away—no trouble. Head of it ‘Howell Thicks.’ This is 
the source of the branch (objected to by defendant); it is several miles 
long; it is one and a half miles from my land. The branch empties 
into Grindall Creek one and a half miles below my land. Sugg’s branch 
average width over 200 yards; clear open run all the way. Before rail- 
road the water run in branch half the year. Depth of water, average, 
one foot, two feet or two and a half feet. Portion of branch canaled 
before war. Before railroad built, all canaled. Right at railroad eight 
feet wide; five feet above railroad. Through my land it was cut before 
railroad built; since then channeled out. Low grounds of Sugg’s branch 
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200 yards wide. The land upon which I live extends above railroad 
along the branch half a mile; low grounds 200 yards wide; railroad 
embankment across low grounds about three feet high. Opening in 
embankment for water is nine feet. Before railroad built, the land 
overflowed hardly ever, and then it would run right off; would run off 
in twenty-four hours. Character of land along canal good land; before 
railroad, has made eight to nine barrels to acre. Some cleared two 
years before, worth forty dollars per acre; since railroad, has been over- 
flowed in ordinary rains. The land is abandoned now. ‘Thirty 
(170) acres finally ruined. Thirteen acres badly damaged. Before 
railroad, Sharper’s branch emptied below railroad and below 
my land into Sugg’s branch; now empties above embankment 400 yards, 
half between my house and railroad. The course of branch changed 
by railroad: The waters of Sharper’s branch, biggest part, right through 
my field. Have known Sugg’s branch forty years. Half as much comes 
down railroad as comes down Sugg’s branch. Mighty nigh as much 
from Sharper’s branch comes down railroad as used to come down 
Sugeg’s; it overflows everything. Three years prior to 1889 the water 
overflowed embankment several times; one time washed. Water was 
twenty-four inches higher above railroad than below in 1886 and 1887. 
The land has been overflowed sometimes three times in one month. 
July and August the water is held up four, five and six days. Have seen 
it several times high enough for me to swim in and not touch bottom. 
Have lived on it forty years. The forty-three acres, real good land, 
average five barrels to acre above antl below. . . . The land has 
been damaged twenty or twenty-five dollars per acre; now not worth 
over one dollar per acre. In 1882 they closed the gaps in the embank- 
ment, except the culvert. I complained to section master. He said he 
would report and have it attended to. The water ponded because culvert 
is not large enough. I know where Sharper’s branch is. The railroad | 
runs across it, and in some places runs up to it. Jt 1s called Sharper’s 
branch and pocosin. It runs part of the time; no well-defined banks. 
The water that runs in Sharper’s branch is rain water, it springs up 
out of the earth. It has two prongs; prong on south side don’t reach 
railroad. Canal in Sugg’s branch was finished up a few years before 
railroad built. I have seen canal overflow, but would run right off. 
J think the culvert is the same size as canal. The culvert is but 
(171) nine feet. I had no trouble from Sharper’s branch before rail- 
road was built. They cut a ditch and throwed the water right 
down on my field from Sharper’s branch. I don’t know that railroad 
cut any ditch or hauled any dirt outside of their right of way. They _ 
eut into my ditch. They cut nothing outside of one hundred feet from 
center of roadbed. Railroad runs through my land about 500 yards.” 
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The defendant introduced no testimony. The evidence in the case 
was closed about 5 o’clock Thursday afternoon, 31 March, the counsel 
for the defendant asking the court to take a recess until morning, 1 
April, so that they might prepare for the argument. Court then ad- 
journed until 9:30 o’clock Friday morning, 1 April. Some time during 
the day Thursday the judge asked the attorneys on both sides to hand 
him their prayers for special instructions, if they intended to ask any, 
during the evening. 

The defendant on Friday morning, just’ before the argument com- 
-menced, made a request of the court to put the charge in writing, and 
after one of the counsel for the defendant had spoken and one of the 
counsel for the plaintiffs had been speaking some time, handed up a 
request for twenty-five special instructions. The judge remarked that 
the request was not in apt time. The instructions were refused. 

After the jury was empaneled and before the testimony began, upon 
motion of defendant to dismiss the second and third causes of action 
stated in amended complaint for noncompliance with “Rule 24” of the 
Supreme Court, in regard to the alleging of two or more causes of 
action, the plaintiffs were allowed to reform their complaint by writing 
out their allegations referred to in said causes of action by sections, 
After the testimony was closed the plaintiffs took a nonsuit as 
to third cause of action stated in the complaint, and asked the (172) 
court to withdraw the sixth issue, as originally proposed, from 
the jury, which was done. Exception by defendant. | 

The issues which were tendered by the plaintiffs and submitted to 
the jury by the court, with the exception. of the sixth, which was with- 
drawn under exception by the defendant, were as follows: | 

1. Are the plaintiffs the owners of the land described in the com- 
plaint ? 

2. Is Sugg branch a natural course? 

3. Is Sugg branch an artificial drainway for the plaintifts land? 

4. Did the defendant company negligently construct its road across 
Sugg branch so as to cause the waters thereof to pond back upon the 
lands of the plaintifis ? 

5. Did the defendant company negligently divert watercourses and 
turn the same upon the plaintiffs’ land ? 

6. Did the defendant company negligently divert surface water and 
turn the same upon plaintiffs’ land ? 

7. Were the embankments and drains, as constructed by defendant, 
necessary and proper for the safe transportation of passengers and 
freight ? 

8. Were the plaintiffs guilty of contributory negligence? 

9. What damage, if any, have the plaintiffs sustained ? 
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The defendant tendered the following issue: Was the water diverted 
by the defendant, if any, rain or surface water? Which issue the court 
declined to submit. 

The defendant excepted to the issues as submitted and to the refusal 
of his Honor to submit the issues tendered by the defendant. 

The judge charged the jury as follows, in writing, he having been 
requested by defendant to put his charge in writing: 


If you believe the evidence you will answer the first issue 
(173) “Yes.” 

A watercourse is a stream of water, canna banks, bed and 
water. It is not necessary to prove that water flows continuously. It 
may be dry at certain seasons of the year, but at some period of the year 
must be a stream flowing in a well-defined channel. If the jury believe 
from the evidence that Sugg’s branch at some season of the year had a 
well-defined existence as a stream by nature, and not by artificial means, 
and there was water to run in it, although it might be dry in a dry 
time, it would be a natural watercourse, and you should answer the 
second issue “Yes”; otherwise, “No.” 

Occasionally sudden and temporary outbursts of water in time of 
heavy showers and freshets, filling up low places and overflowing adjoin- 
ing lands, would not be a watercourse unless such water flows off through 
a well-defined channel which it has worn for itself. 

If the jury believe from the evidence that a canal or ditch has been 
dug so as to collect the waters of Sugg’s branch and carry them off of 
the plaintiffs’ land, thereby draining the same, you will answer this issue 
“Yes”; but if this water is not carried off by means of some ditch, canal 
or drain constructed by man, then it is not an artificial drainway, and 
you will answer the third issue “No.” 

As to the fourth issue, and the main one in the case, it is admitted 
that the road embankment was there and that a culvert was constructed ; 
defendant says it was sufficient and that it did all the law requires. 

Now what is the truth of the matter? The court instructs you that 
it was the duty of the defendant to have constructed its culvert so that 
it would carry off the water under all ordinary circumstances and the 

usual course of nature, even to the extent of such heavy rains as 
(174) are ordinarily expected. If the defendant so constructed its cul- 

vert that it was not sufficient to carry off the waters having a 
natural outlet there, and such as was brought down by defendant’s 
ditches under ordinary circumstances, that is, the usual rainfall, even 
such rains as are occasional, and if by reason of the insufficient culvert 
the plaintiffs’ land was overflowed or the water ponded back on it, you~ 
should answer this issue “Yes.” 
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If the jury believe from the evidence that the culvert is sufficient to 
carry off all of the water having a natural outlet there, and such as 
was brought down there by the defendant’s ditches, except in cases of 
extraordinary and unusual rainfall, then the defendant was not negli- 
gent, and if the overflow was the result of extraordinary rainfall you 
should answer this issue “No.” How this may be is a question for you. 

We now come to the fifth issue. If the jury believe from the evidence 

that the defendant diverted watercourses (the legal definition has been 
given you), that is, turned them from their natural course without pro- 
viding sufficient Satie or ditches to take the water off, and the same 
was thrown upon the land of the plaintiff, you will answer the issue 
Vas,’ 22) 4, 
But if defendant. did dives watercourses and at the same time pro: 
vided sufficient canals or ditches upon its right of way, or elsewhere, 
to take all the water from such watercourses except that from an ex- 
traordinary and unusual rainfall, then you must answer this issue 
“No. 29 

As to the damages of the ninth issue, the party suing for an injury 
received can only recover such damages as naturally flow from and are 
the immediate result of the act complained of. The jury should be 
governed by the evidence before them, and they have no right to indulge 
in conjectures or speculations not supported by the evidence; as to the 
damages the jury may themselves make such estimate from ane 
facts and circumstances in proof, and by considering them in (175). 
connection with their own knowledge, observation and experience 
in the business affairs of life, say what the damage is to the land. 

Damage to the land may be estimated by comparing the productive- 
ness when flooded with its productiveness when not flooded, the loss of 
the crop may be considered, ete. 

The burden of the seventh and eighth issues is upon the Astendant: 
and the court instructs you that there is no evidence to sustain them. 

The sixth issue having been withdrawn, all the evidence bearing upon 
it you will disregard. 


To which charge the defendant excepted. 

The jury returned a verdict finding the first, second, third, fourth 
and fifth issues in the affirmative, and the seventh and eighth in the 
negative, and assessed the plaintiffs’ damage at $860, for which amount, 
together with costs, the court gave judgment. From this judgment the 
defendant appealed. 


Don Gilliam for plaintiffs. 
John L. Bridgers and James HE. Moore for defendant. 
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MacRag, J. “The defendant excepts to the issues as submitted and to 
the refusal of his Honor to submit the issue tendered by the defendant.” — 
The only issue tendered by the defendant which appears in the case is, 
“Was the water diverted by the defendant, if any, rain or surface 
water?’ The sixth issue, which was withdrawn when the plaintiff took 
a nonsuit upon his third cause of action, was, “Did the defendant com- 

pany negligently divert surface water and turn the same upon 
(176) plaintiffs’ land?” ‘The plaintiffs had abandoned all claim for 

damages by reason of the diversion and direction of surface water 
upon their land. 

His Honor, in his charge upon the second and fifth issues, carefully 
defined “a watercourse” and directed the attention of the jury to the 
difference between it and mere surface water; he repeatedly used the 
word “watercourse” and excluded all idea of surface drainage or ex- 
traordinary rainfall. It would not have simplified the matter for the 
jury if he had presented the question in the alternative by submitting 
another issue, when the response to those already submitted necessarily 
negatived the idea of damage by surface water. 

The second prayer of defendant was given in substance and nearly 
in words, and expressly excluded surface drainage, and the fifth prayer, 
which was given likewise, excluded drainage caused by excessive rain- 
fall. His Honor might have confined the issues to the fourth, fifth, 
eighth and ninth, as they comprehended all the others. We have ex- 
amined them all under the defendant’s exception. They presented every 
phase of the mutual altercation between the parties with great particu- 
larity, and with the instructions upon them an ordinary juror could 
not fail to understand the matters in dispute. 

The testimony was concluded on Thursday evening, and on Friday 
morning just before the argument began the defendant’s counsel re- 
quested his Honor to put his charge in writing. By a reasonable con- 
struction of section 414 of The Code the judge was entitled to have this 
request made at the close of the testimony on the preceding evening, 
and if it had then been made he would have had the opportunity to 
prepare his charge during the recess of the previous night. By the 

statute this request should be made at or before the close of the 
(177) evidence. In order to comply with the request, as he did, it 

must have been necessary for the judge to write out his charge, 
in which every word must have been carefully weighed, during the 
progress of the argument, at which time he ought to have been free to 
listen to the counsel in order that he might, upon the better reason, have 
been able to make such change as he deemed proper in the prepared 
instructions before delivery. But after one counsel for defendant had 
spoken, and while counsel for plaintiffs was in the midst of his remarks, 
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the counsel for defendant handed up a request in writing for twenty- 
five special instructions, some of them long and most of them requiring 
careful consideration. It will be remembered that some time during 
Thursday the judge asked the attorneys on both sides to hand him their 
prayers for special instructions, if they intended to ask any, during the 
evening, not confining them to the strict rule to prevent them from 
doing so at or before the close of the evidence. Let us consider, and we 
trust that it will be accepted by the profession as final, whether these 
prayers were presented in apt time 

The statute (The Code, sec. 415) is silent as to the time when they 
should be presented. “Counsel praying of the judge instructions to the 
jury shall put their requests in writing, entitled of the cause, and sign 
them.” Early after the adoption of the Code of Civil Procedure it 
became necessary to consider this section with relation to the time at 
which prayers for special instructions should be presented, and in 
Powell v. Railroad, 68 N. C., 395, it was intimated that at the close of 
the evidence was the proper time, in order that the judge might consider 
them while arranging or preparing his charge; and at the same time it 
was said that this Court did not mean to be understood that counsel 
should be prohibited, even after the judge had finished his in- 
structions, from calling his attention to any point which he had (178) 
inadvertently omitted, or his instructions as to which were not 
well understood. These suggestions have been generally followed in 
their spirit, though not in the strict letter thereof, until they have be- 
come a recognized rule of practice in our courts. “It was evidently in- 
tended that the judge should have time to consider and prepare his in- 
structions, and it is unjust and unfair to him to present a prayer for 
special instructions at so late a period in the trial as to leave him 
insufficient time to consider them.” S. v. Rowe, 98 N. C., 629. 

In S. v. Barbee, 92 N. C., 820, specially relied upon by defendant’s 
counsel, where the counsel presented a written prayer after the case had 
been given to the jury, with the request to the judge that if the jury 
should return and ask for further instructions he would give this as 
prayed, it was said: “In the order of procedure in the trial the defend- 
ant had the right and the reasonable opportunity to ask the court to 
give such instructions before the issue was given to the jury; after that 
the court might in its discretion give or decline to give them. . 

The defendant must ask for special instructions, as of right, in apt time 
in the progress of the trial, else the court may ‘decline to give them.” 

The reason for the adobe of this time—the close of the evidence— 
as the limit of apt time is so clearly stated by Mr. Justice Clark in Posey 
v. Patton, 109 N. C., 455, and in Merril v. Whitmire, 110 N. C., 367, 
where all the cases bearing upon it are cited, that we might well have 
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contented ourselves with a simple reference to the last-named cases. 
But in deference to the earnest argument of the learned counsl we have 
deemed it proper to say this much. It should now be considered that in 
justice to the trial judge the practice in this respect is settled and left 

in his hands. Administered as our Superior Courts are, there is 
(179) no danger of too strict an adherence to the rule; the inclination 

is in a liberal spirit to give to counsel every eres con- 
sistent with the business principles upon which our system of procedure 
is based, but there must of necessity be some recognized general rule 
of practice as to apt time by which the profession may understand their 
rights and duties in the premises. 

It has also been repeatedly declared by this Court that a sencral @X- 
ception to the charge as given cannot be considered. McKinnon v. 
Morrison, 104 N. C., 354; Hopkins v. Bowers, 111 N. C., 175, and the 
numerous cases there cited. There was no exception to the charge of 
his Honor upon the first issue, “Are the plaintiffs the owners?” ete., 
and there was no exception to the evidence offered upon this issue. We 
think his Honor was warranted in giving the instruction. 

We did not understand the question of jurisdiction to have been 
seriously pressed by the learned counsel for defendant in his argument. 
We are of the opinion that the damages here claimed are not covered 
by the statute providing for the acquirement of rights of way by 
railroad companies (section 1948 e¢ seg. of The Code). There is 
_ No Error. 


Cited: Craddock ». Barnes, 142 N. C., 99. 


(180) 
*E. M. NADAL er au. vy. E. E. BRITTON, ApmMr. or R. W. KING, Ev AL. 


DEFENDANTS’ APPEAL 


Fraudulent Conveyance—Participation im by Beneficiary—Evidence. 


1. Where, in an action to set aside a conveyance made by a deceased husband 
to a trustee to secure a debt due to his wife, the validity of the debt 
was not attacked, but it appeared that, at the time of the execution of 
the deed, the husband was embarrassed by debt and had little or 
no property except that so conveyed, and that creditors other than 
she knew nothing of the debt due from the trustor to his wife or of 
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the deed in trust to secure the debt: Held, that these facts constituted 
no evidence of a fraudulent intent on the part of the trustor or knowledge 
of such intent on the part of the wife. 

2. Where the dona fides of a debt was admitted, and the execution and de- 
livery of a deed of trust to secure the same were established, and there 
was no evidence that the beneficiary withheld the deed from registration 
to bolster the credit of the trustor, the fact that such deed was not 
registered for nearly four years after its execution and delivery was no 
evidence that the beneficiary, the wife of the trustor, had any knowledge 
of the fraudulent intent of her husband in making such conveyance. 


3. In such case (the principal consideration for the execution of the deed 
being money then loaned by the wife to the husband) the burden was 
upon the plaintiffs to prove not only the fraudulent intent of the grantor, 
but also the fact that his wife, the secured creditor, had knowledge of 
that intent and participated in it. . 

4, While a statement made to two of the plaintiffs by the wife, during her 
husband’s last illness, that he owed nothing and that, therefore, it would 
not be necessary to sell the house and lot, which she wished her daugh- 
ters to have, might perhaps, tend to show that her debt was fictitious, 
yet, the debt being admitted, it did not tend to show that she had knowl- 
edge that her husband, when he borrowed her money and secured its re- 
payment by a deed in trust, was contriving to hinder or delay his credi- 
tors, present or future. 

5. Where the jury found that a debtor with the intent to hinder and delay 
his creditors, conveyed land to a trustor to secure a debt due to his 
wife in part for money then borrowed from her, but did not find that the 
wife had knowledge of such fraudulent intent, it was error to render 
judgment setting aside the conveyance and against the wife for costs. 


*SHEPHERD, C. J., did not sit on the hearing of this case. 


Action tried at February Term, 1892, of Wutson, before (181) 
Bryan, J., and a jury. 7 

It was in the nature of a creditors’ bill against the administrator of 
Dr. R. W. King, deceased, Peter Hines, trustee in a deed of trust, and 
Mrs. King, the widow of the deceased, and sought to set aside the deed 
of trust made by the decedent in February, 1887, and recorded (after 
his death) in January, 1891, to secure a debt due from the decedent to 
his wife. 

The issues submitted to the jury were as follows: 

1. Was the trust deed executed and delivered ? 

2. Was said deed made with intent to hinder, delay or defraud 
creditors ¢ | 

To each of the issues the response was “Yes.” 

Among the allegations of the complaint filed by plaintiffs was one 
which stated that the defendant, Carrie J. King, wife of the decedent, 
“holds a note against her deceased husband dated 15 February, 1887, 
for $2,500, with 8 per cent interest from date.” 
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The validity of the said debt was not attacked, but it was alleged that 
the deed to secure the same was not delivered to the trustee or recorded 
until after the death of Dr. King, and that the trustee had no knowledge 
of its existence, and that if ever made it was made with the intent to 
hinder, delay and defraud the creditors of Dr. King, it being his pur- 
pose, understood by the wife, to retain possession of the property as a 
basis of future or continuing credit; that the failure for nearly four 
years to record the deed, the secrecy of the transaction, the lack of the 
knowledge of its nature by the subscribing witness and the trustee, the 

embarrassed circumstances of the trustor, who owned little or no 
(182) other property, his remaining in possession and holding himself 
forth to the world as the owner of the property, free from encum- 
brances, and incurring debts on the credit of such ownership, were all 
badges of fraud which raised a presumption of fraudulent intent, ete. 

For the plaintiffs, S. M. Warren, register of deeds of Wilson County, 
testified as follows: “I am register ‘of deeds of Wilson County. I regis- 
tered the trust deed in controversy in book 29, at page 256. This deed 
was brought to my office at first by Mrs. Britton, daughter of the de- 
fendant, Mrs. King, and the intestate, 21 January, 1891. Dr. King, 
the intestate, died 19 January, 1891. I did not record the deed when 
Mrs. Britton brought it to me, but she took it off with her, and in about 
one hour Mr. Peter Hines, the trustee therein named, br ought it back, 
and I thereupon recorded it. He waited for me to record it and took it 
with him.” 

For the plaintiffs, Dr. C. E. Moore testified: “I was a partner of 
Dr. King (the intestate). The partnership continued for three years, 
ceasing in January, 1889. I am subscribing witness to the instrument. 
I did not know anything about its existence until after his death I was 
called upon to prove it. I must have signed it as attesting witness, for 
the signature shown me is in my handwriting.” 

Several of the plaintiff’s creditors testified that they knew nothing 
of the deed of trust until after the death of Dr. King. 

The defendants introduced by consent a written statement from Dr. 
J. N. Bynum to the effect that he, as executor of Fannie Hines, paid to 
Mrs. King, shortly before the execution of the trust deed, the sum of 
$2,061.10 and several notes, particularly one against Dr. King himself 

for $306. 
(188) Mrs. Carrie J. King, a witness for the peradeae testified as 
follows: 

“T am Dr. King’s widow. I knew of the deed of trust. In December, 
1886, the doctor seemed to be worried one night. I asked him what was 
the matter and he said that he owed money for the building of the house 
we lived in. I told him I would loan him the money when Dr. Bynum 
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paid it to me, provided he (my husband) would give me a mortgage to 
secure it. I turned over to him something over $2,000 in eash, and the 
note that Mrs. Hines had against him and that had been turned over 
to me by Dr. Bynum. I also canceled a note that I held against him 
for something over $300. Dr. King asked me whom I preferred to 
write the mortgage, and I told him Mr. William Dortch, of Goldsboro, 
N. C., and that I wanted Uncle Peter Hines for trustee. Mr. Dortch 
wrote the mortgage and came to the house with the doctor. Mr. Dortch 
handed me the mortgage and said, “This-is your property.’ I said, ‘T 
suppose I must now have this registered.’ He said, ‘Just as you please; 
it is good for ten years without registration unless you sign another, 
which is registered first.’ Supposing from what he said that the deed 
was good without registration I did not have it registered. Mr. Dortch 
took the mortgage and said he wanted to see Mr. Hines, the trustee, 
and that he (Mr. Dortch) would send the mortgage back to me I 
received the mortgage a few days after that from Mr. Dortch through 
the mail. I put it in a tin box with my private papers and kept it — 
there ever afterwards. The morning after Dr. King’s death Mr. Brit- 
ton, who knew of the existence of the mortgage, came after the mort- 
gage to have it registered. Mr. Britton saw it next day; I gave it to | 
him. Mrs. Britton brought it back to me. I did not keep the mortgage 
unregistered to enable him to defraud creditors. I heard the testimony 
of Mr. Rowland and Mr. Oettinger. The time was in 1885. I 

did not tell them. that Dr. King owed nothing. Since the execu- (184) 
tion of the trust deed I never told them that Dr. King owed noth- 

ing. Mr. Rowland was there in his last sickness, not Mr. Oettinger, 
I never told any one that Dr. King owed me nothing.” 

Cross-examination: “I was married 8 November, 1859. He bought 
the place during the war. I don’t know when he started to rebuild. 
I let him have $325, and he said that would do. He said, ‘Here is 
$5,000 in aecounts, and I don’t expect to collect $500. He owed, he 
said, about $3, 000. After the doctor went to the Legislature his practice 
fell off. He was not able to do much. He went to the Legislature two 
years before he died; he said he wrote prescriptions but did not furnish 
much medicine.” 

Defendants here tendered to the plaintiffs for cross-examination Mr. 
Britton, Mrs. Britton, Mrs. Breeden and Mrs. Carraway. 

My. Britton was alone cross-examined as follows: “I am a son-in-law 
of Mrs. King. I told her the mortgage must be recorded. I was looking 
among Dr. King’s papers. I knew it ought to be recorded, and my 
counsel told me it ought to be recorded. As for Dr. King’s personal 
estate his accounts amount to about $17,000. Some of them are good; 
I should think I ought to collect twenty per cent. I am Dr. King’s 
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administrator. I had a number of claims presented to me. I neither 
assented nor objected to them. I have not filed any inventory. I filed 
a petition to sell land to make assets.” 

Upon cross-examination witness said: “I looked among Dr. King’s 
papers for the insurance policy. We found it on top of his desk. Mrs. 
King said she had the last receipt on the policy. Looking among her 
papers she said, ‘Here is my mortgage.’ I told her that it ought to be 

registered, and that my attorney had so advised. She said she 
(185) could see no use in registering it; that Mr. Dortch said any time 
in ten years would do.” 

Upon the verdict the court rendered judgment against the defendant, 
Carrie J. King, for the costs of the action, and ordered the deed of trust 
tc be delivered up and canceled and the land to be sold, ete., from which 
judgment the defendants appealed. 


J. B. Woodard, G. W. Blount, Batchelor & Devereux and Jacob Battle 
for plaintrffs. 
TL. W. Strange for defendants. 


Burwet., J. The plaintifis are creditors of R. W. King, deceased. 
The defendants are his administrator and his widow. The object of this 
action 1s to have declared fraudulent and void a deed in trust made in 
February, 1887, by R. W. King to Peter Hines, to secure a debt of 
$2,500 due from him to his wife. This deed was not registered till 
January, 1891, a few days after the death of King. 

Two issues were submitted to the jury (neither party objecting 
thereto) as follows: 

1. Was the trust deed executed and delivered? 

2. Was said deed made with intent to hinder, delay ar defraud credi- 
tors? 

His Honor instructed the jury to answer the first neue in the affirma- 
tive. To this the plaintiffs did not except. 

The fact that R. W. King was justly indebted to nis wife at the date 
of the execution and delivery of this deed, to the amount thereby secured 
to her, does not seem to have been controverted. Indeed, the amended 
complaint makes no allegation that the debt was not a just one and avers 
that “the defendant, Carrie J. King, holds a note against her deceased 

husband, dated 15 February, 1887, for $2,500.” The bona fides 
(186) of the debt and the execution and delivery of the trust deed are 
thus established. 

His Honor was asked to charge the jury that there was no evidence 
upon which they could find that the deed was made by King with intent 
to hinder, delay or defraud creditors. This he refused to do, and the 
defendants excepted. In this we think he erred. 
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When the indebtedness was admitted or uncontroverted proof thereof 
was produced, the burden rested on the plaintiffs to prove the fraud that 
they alleged. Hodges v. Lassiter, 96 N. C., 351; Brown v. Mitchell, 102 
N. C., 347. And it was incumbent ae them to prove not only the 
fraudulent intent of the grantor, but also the fact that the defendant 
(Mrs. King) had knowledge of that intent and participated in it, and 
his Honor so told the jury. We do not think there was any evidence 
from which the jury could have inferred either that King’s intent was 
fraudulent or that his wife had knowledge of such intent, if it existed. 

If it is true that the husband was embarrassed by debt at the time of 
the execution of the note and the deed in trust to secure it, and that he 
had little or no property except the house and lot conveyed, these facts, 
far from establishing any wicked or fraudulent Intent on his part, seem 
rather to show that he was acting most proper and commendably when 
he delivered to his wife this security for the repayment of the money 
he then borrowed from her. If the debt was an honest one, as 1s con- 
ceded, the securing of it under the circumstances was most commendable. 

Nor does the fact that the other creditors of King, witnesses on the 
trial, knew nothing of the debt due from him to his wife, and of the 
deed in trust to secure that debt, tend at all to establish the fraudulent 
intent or the guilty knowledge. It was no part of their duty to tell to 
others their resources or liabilities. 

Nor can the withholding of the deed Peat registration, from (187) 
its date in 1887 to 1891, be considered as evidence of a fraudulent 
intent under the cirotimstarices of this case. The bona fides of the debt 
being admitted, and the execution and delivery of the deed in trust. 
being established, this fact lost its significance. From the circumstance 
that the deed was not registered when it was executed, nor for so long 
a time afterwards, the jury might have inferred, if that question had 
been before them, that the debt was fictitious. But, in the absence of 
any allegation to that effect, and after the exécution of the deed had been 
fully proved, the failure to promptly register her deed was of no im-_ 
portance in this controversy, as there was no evidence at all that, while 
so withholding her deed from registration, she induced any one to give 
credit to her husband upon the faith of his being the absolute owner 
of the property on which she now claims her lien. Indeed, it seems 
from the testimony of two of the plaintiffs that she did not know that 
her husband owed any debts, for she told them, when they visited him 
in his last illness, that he owned nothing, and therefore 1t would not be 
necessary to sell the house and lot which she wished her daughters to 
have. This expression might perhaps tend to show that her debt was 
fictitious, but the debt being admitted it certainly does not tend to show 
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that she had knowledge that her husband, when he borrowed her money 
and secured its repayment by a deed in trust, was contriving to hinder, 
delay or defraud his creditors, present or future. | 

But the jury have only found that the deed was made with intent 
to hinder, delay or defraud creditors; they have not found that Mrs. 
King had knowledge of that fraudulent intent. Without such a finding 
by the jury no judgment should have been rendered against her. 

New TRIAL. | 


Cited: Howard v. Early, 126 N. C., 175; Smith v. Moore, 142 
N. C., 298. 


(188) 


*H, M. NADAL ET av. v. E. E. BRITTON, ADMINISTRATOR OF R. W. 
KING, DECEASED, ET AL. 


PLAINTIFFS’ APPBAL 


Fraudulent Conveyance—Decree Setting Aside, and Ordering Sale— 
Right of Holder of Bona Fide Debt to Share in Proceeds of Sale. 


Upon the setting aside as fraudulent and void, a deed in trust made by a 
decedent to secure a debt due to his wife, the land therein described will 
be sold and the proceeds will constitute assets for payment of debts, under 
section 1446 of The Code, and if the wife is a creditor she will be entitled 
to her share of the same. In such case it was not error to provide for 
her claim (which was not attacked) in the decree setting aside the con- 
veyance and establishing the claims of the attacking creditors. 


 * SHEPHERD, C. J., did not. sit on the hearing of this case. 


Action tried at February Term, 1892, of Witson, before Bryan, J., 
and a jury. 

The action was in the nature of a creditors’ bill against the defendant 
Britton, as administrator of Dr. R. W. King, Peter Hines, trustee, and 
Carrie J. King, widow of the decedent and the holder of the note secured 
by the deed of trust, and sought to set aside the deed as fraudulent. 

Upon issues submitted to the jury they found that the deed of trust 
was made by the decedent to hinder, delay and defraud his creditors. 
Judgment was rendered for the cancellation of the deed and for a sale 
of the land. The bona fides of the debt secured by the deed not having 
been denied, it was admitted with the other debts proved against the 
decedent to share in the proceeds of the sale. From the judgment in 
this respect the plaintiffs appealed. 
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For a full statement of the nature of the action, evidence, etc., (189) 
see report of case between same parties, ante, 180 (defendants’ 


appeal). 


J. E. Woodard, Batchelor & Devereux, G. W. Blount and Bunn & 
Battle for plaintiffs. 
T. W. Strange for defendants. 


 Burwexz, J. We find no error in the ruling from which the plain- 
tiffs have appealed. If the deed in trust made by Dr. King to secure 
the debt due to his wife is, at the instance of the plaintiffs, declared 
fraudulent and void, the real estate therein described will be sold and 
the proceeds will constitute assets for the payment of his debts. The 
Code, sec. 1446. If his wife is a creditor she will be entitled to her 
share of those and other assets. 
No ERROR. 


D. J. AARON v. THE PIONEER LUMBER COMPANY. 


Service of Summons on Corporation. 


To make service of process on a corporation a copy of the same must be left 
with the officer of the company to whom it is delivered or read, as pro- 
vided by sections 217 and 840 (Rule 15) of The Code. 


Action begun before a justice of the peace for the recovery of $200 
due by note from the defendant to the plaintiff. The constable in the 
township in which the defendant company had its principal place of 
business, and where its officers all resided, served the summons by hand- 
ing it to the president and secretary and treasurer of the defend- 
ant company, which was read by them and returned to the con- (190) 
stable. These were the only officers of the company. There was 
no copy of the summons left with any officer or other person represent- 
ing the company. On the return day of the summons the defendant did 
not appear, and on the hearing the justice rendered judgment against 
the defendant and in favor of the plaintiff for the sum of $200 and costs. 

Two days after the rendition of the judgment the defendant, upon 
affidavit and notice to the plaintiff, moved the justice who rendered the 
judgment to set aside said judgment on the ground that there had been 
no service of the summons. On the hearing of said motion the justice 
refused to set aside the judgment, and the defendant appealed to the 
Superior Court, at the November Term, 1892, of Wayne, Bryan, J., 
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reversed the decision of the justice and set aside the judgment on the 
ground that there had been no service of the summons on the defendant, 
and rendered judgment against the plaintiff for costs. From which 
judgment and rulings the plaintiff appealed to the Supreme Court. 


W. C. Munroe for plaintiff. 
W. R. Allen for defendant. 


Per Curiam. No copy of the summons having been delivered to the 
officer of the defendant corporation upon whom the constable attempted 
to make service of that process, no proper service was made, for The 
Code, sec. 217 provides that service of a summons on a corporation must 
be by delivering a copy, and by section 840 (Rule 15) this applies to 
the service of process issued from justice’s courts. 

AFFIRMED, 


(191) 
BESSIE W. KELLOGG vy, THE GAY MANUFACTURING COMPANY. 


Practice—Premature Appeal. 


An appeal from a motion to dismiss an action is premature and will not 
be entertained. 


Morton to dismiss an action for want of service of summons, heard 
before Brown, J., at Fall Term, 1891, of Garzs. 
Motion refused, and defendant appealed. 


Pruden & Vann for plainteff. 
L. LL. Smith for defendant. 


Per Curiam. This 1s an appeal from the refusal of a motion to dis- 
miss an action. The appeal is premature, and cannot be entertained. 
Mullen v. Canal Company, ante, 109. 

APPEAL DISMISSED. 
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P. D. BROADWELL yv. C. B. RAY. 
Jertiorarti—A p peal—Dismissed 


Where a certiorari has been granted to an appellant to complete the record 
by supplying material evidence that had been omitted from the case as 
settled, but the clerk of the Superior Court returns that appellant failed 
to perfect his appeal, or to pay fees for a transcript of the record, though 
demanded, the appeal will be dismissed. 


Action by P. D. Broadwell against C. B. Ray. From the (192) 
judgment defendant appealed, and material evidence having been 
omitted from the case as settled, he was granted a certorart to complete 
the record. To this the clerk returns that defendant failed to perfect 
his appeal or to pay fees for a transcript of the record. , 

For prior report, see 111 N. C., 457. 


W. H. Pace for petitioner. 
S. G. Ryan for respondent. 


Per Curiam. <A certiorart was granted in this case, 111 N. C., 457. 
To this the clerk of Wake Superior Court returns that the defendant 
failed to perfect his appeal or to pay fees for a transcript of the record, 
though demanded. 

The appeal must be dismissed. Bazley v. Brown, 105 N. C., 127; 8. 
v. Nash, 109 N. C., 822. 

APPEAL DISMISSED. 


L. D. GULLEY v. W. J. Y. THURSTON. 
Judgment Inen—Mortgage—H omestead. 


The lien of a judgment duly docketed in the county where the land lies is 
superior to that of a subsequently registered mortgage on land outside 
of the debtor’s allotted homestead, and therefore, the proceeds of the 
sale of such land should be applied first to the payment of the judgment 
debt. 


Exceptions to a homestead return, made upon executions 1ssued upon 
certain judgments in favor of L. D. Gulley against W. J. Y. Thurston, 
heard at November Term, 1892, of Jonnston, before Bryan, J. 
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(193) When the case was called for hearing the defendant, W. J. Y. 

Thurston, did not insist upon his exception to the return that 
the homestead allotted to him was insufficient 1n value, and it was agreed 
that the allotment of the appraisers should stand as to the value of the 
real estate. 

Upon its being made to appear to the court that. Ashley Hor ne was 
a mortgage creditor of W. J. Y. Thurston to the amount of about four- 
teen hundred dollars ($1,400), and that the mortgage included all the 
homestead allotted to said Thurston (except a small tract of three 
acres of the value of one hundred and seventy-five dollars, concerning 
which no question arises), and also the excess of the homestead, amount- 
ing to eighty acres; and it being requested by the defendant, without 
objection by the plaintiff, that questions concerning the application of 
the proceeds of the execution sale of the excess should be determined by 
the court, so that the execution creditor or the mortgage creditor could 
safely bid at the execution sale, upon motion of the plaintiff and without 
objection, Ashley Horne was made a party defendant. 

The following are the facts: 

1, The plaintiff was the owner of three judgments against the de- 
fendant, W. J. Y. Thurston, amounting, with interest, to about nine 
hundred and forty ($940) dollars, which judgments were duly docketed 
in Johnston County, in July, 1881, and upon the executions thereunder 
this proceeding issued. That upon such executions the homestead of 
said Thurston was allotted to him in one tract of land of three acres, 
valued at one hundred and seventy-five ($175) dollars, and about eighty 
acres parcel of another tract of about one hundred and sixty acres, 
which said eighty acres was valued at eight hundred and twenty-five 
($825) dollars, leaving an excess above the homestead of about eighty 

acres. | 
(194) 92. That the land in which said homestead was allotted 1s 

situated in Johnston County; that after the docketing of said 
judgments as aforesaid, the said Thurston and wife executed a mortgage 
deed to the defendant, Ashley Horne, by which was conveyed the land 
embraced in the said homestead of about eighty acres and the said excess, 
the mortgage being executed to secure a debt therein named, now about 
$1,400, and which was duly registered in Johnston County in 1882, 
subsequently to the docketing of said judgments. That said excess is 
insufficient in value to pay said judgments and said mortgage debt. 

Upon the foregoing facts the court declared and adjudged that in any 
sale of the excess under execution issued upon said Gulley judgments 
the proceeds of said sale, in excess of the expenses of sale, should be 
applied— | 
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1. To the payment of the mortgage debt of the defendant, Horne, as 
far as the same would go in exoneration of the homestead of the de- 
fendant, Thurston, and that the remainder of such proceeds, if any, 
should be applied to the judgments of plaintiff, Gulley. | 

To so much of said order as decreed that the proceeds of sale under 
execution should be applied, first, to the payment of the mortgage of 
the defendant, Horne, the plaintiff, Gulley, excepted and appealed. 


R. O. Burton for plaintiff. 
FP’. H. Busbee for defendant. 


Burwetz, J. The question presented to us by this appeal is not 
what distribution of a fund arising solely from a sale of the home- 
stead land shall be made to a “homesteader,” a judgment creditor, hav- 
ing a lien on the land allotted—the enforcement of which is by law 
postponed till the termination of the homestead rights—and a 
mortgagee, whose mortgage was registered after the docketing (195) 
of the judgment. That was the matter brought to the atten- 
tion of this Court in Leak v. Gay, 107 N. C., 468-483, and the some- 
what difficult problem of adjusting the rights of the claimants to 
the fund then in court was further complicated by the fact that the 
homestead land, sold, as it had been, so as to pass a good title thereto, 
had brought much more than one thousand dollars, the hmit established 
by the Constitution, ‘and that all parties seem to have agreed that the 
homesteader should have the present value of his homestead right 
absolutely in lieu of land or money to be used while his homestead 
rights continued, and when those rights ended to be applied to the liens 
thereon according to their priorities. 

The question which ts presented by this appeal is, Which has a 
superior lien on land of the debtor outside of his allotted homestead, 
his judgment creditor whose judgment has been duly docketed, or his 
mortgagee whose mortgage was executed and registered after the docket- 
ing of the judgment? A bare statement that under the law (The Code, 
sec. 485), the docketing of a judgment creates a len on all the land 
of the debtor in the county where docketed from the date of the docket- 
ing, and that a mortgage is a len only from the registration, would 
seem to be a sufficient answer to this question. It cannot be that the 
act of a debtor and a third party can impair or destroy the rights of 
the judgment creditor as to the excess over the homestead. 

We will not feel called upon to discuss the case of Leak v. Gay, supra, 
as it was insisted by the counsel of the parties to this appeal that we 
should do, until we have again before us a controversy like that, over a 
fund arising from a sale of an allotted homestead. It should be borne 
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in mind, however, that expressions in the opinion filed in that case as 
to the right of a judgment creditor and a junior mortgagee are 

(196) to be read and considered in the light of the facts of the case 
then to be determined. 

The judgment of the court should have directed the sheriff to sell the 
excess over the homestead and apply the proceeds on the execution in his 
hands in favor of the plaintiff. 

REVERSED. 


Cited: Vanstory v. Thornton, post, 204; 8. ¢., 114 N. C., 3880; Weal 
v. Casey, 125 N. C., 861; Clement v. King, 152 N. C., 460. 


(197) 
Cir. VANSTORY y. A. G. THORNTON. 


Evidence—Homestead, Assignability of—Inen of Docketed Judgment— 
Mortgage Inen—Priorities. 


1. It is not error on the part of the judge below to refuse to submit an issue 
offered by a party upon whom the burden rests, where there is no evidence 
to support it. 


2. In an action by one member of a firm against another, a receiver was 
- appointed. He was directed to pay a judgment against the firm out of 
the partnership assets in his hands. He failed to do so: Held, that the 
- judgment might be enforced against the individual property of the part- 
ner at whose instance the receiver was appointed, it. not appearing that 
the failure of the receiver to satisfy the Judgment was due to any act 

or default of the creditor. 


8. A docketed judgment is a lien on all the land of the debtor in the county 
where docketed from the date of the docketing, and the creditor may 
presently enforce the same on all the debtor’s land outside of the home- 
stead boundaries, but must await the termination of the homestead 
estate to subject the land to which is pertains, and no act of the debtor 
can change or impair the creditor’s rights under such lien. 


4, The homestead right, estate, or “advantage” is salable or assignable, and 
the purchaser can hold the land to which it pertains to the exclusion of 
an ordinary senior judgment creditor until that right, estate or “advan- 
tage” terminates, 


5, A judgment debtor who, subsequent to the docketing of the judgment and 
with the joinder of his wife, if married, mortgages land, including his 
homestead, and fails to pay the judgment and mortgage debts, loses his 
land outside of the homestead because it must be devoted to the discharge 
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of the judgment lien; he also loses his right to use the homestead land, 
because by proper deed he has assigned it to the mortgagee who acquired 
all his rights to the homestead estate or “advantage.” 


6. Therefore, where, in an action to which a judgment creditor, junior 
mortgagees and the judgment debtor were all parties, and the purpose of 
which was to foreclose the mortgages as well as to reappraise and reallot 
the homestead by reason of improvements having been put thereon 
making it worth much in excess of $1,000, it was consented that the land 
should be sold and the fund distributed by the court according to the 
respective claims and liens of the parties, and it was further conceded 
that the land would sell for more than $1,000, and that the excess over 
that sum should represent what the land outside of the homestead would 
have brought if the homestead had been actually allotted and the excess 
sold: Held, (1) that such excess must be applied on the judgment, which 
was docketed prior to the registration of the mortgages; (2) that the sum 
of $1,000, which represents the newly allotted homestead, remains subject 
to the lien of so much of the judgment as may not be satisfied by the 
application of the excess over $1,000 of the proceeds of the sale, but it 
cannot be applied to the satisfaction of such lien until the termination 
of the debtor’s exemption rights; (8) until such termination the fund 
representing the homestead will be invested under direction of the court, 

- and the interest accruing thereon will be applied on the mortgage debts 
according to the priority of liens, and any remainder of the corpus, after 
paying off the judgment, will be used to pay off any balance remaining 
due on the mortgages. (CLARK, J., dissenting. ) 


7. The court having no rule by which to determine the present value in cash 
of exemption rights, the present division of a fund representing such 
exemption, if desired, must be attained by arbitration or agreement 
among the claimants. 


Apprat from Winston, J., at November Term, 1892, of CuMBERLAND. 
This is the same cause tried on demurrer, (110 N. C., 10). The 
demurrer having been overruled, the defendant put in an answer; and 
certain other persons, to wit, H. W. Lilly and R. T. Gray, execu- 
tors of E. J. Lilly, W. P. Wemyess, H. W. Lilly and C. L. Bevil, (198) 
and W. A. Vanstory, all mentioned in the answer as mortgagees 
of defendant, Thornton’s, homestead property, sought to be subjected to 
the plaintiff’s debt, were, on their motion, allowed to come in and were 
made parties defendant, and adopted the answer of Thornton. 
The following issues were submitted to the jury: 
1. Is the plaintiff the owner of the debts sued on? 
9, What is the value of the property sued for? 

On submitting these issues his Honor remarked that if, in the progress 
of the trial, additional issues were deemed proper by ‘the court, they 
also would be submitted. 

Plaintiff’s debt was a judgment rendered in his favor against J. A. 
Lambeth and A. G. Thornton, in an action brought by Thornton against 
Lambeth to close a partnership between them, and for an account and 
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settlement, in which action C. P. Vanstory, a creditor of the firm, was 
admitted to be made a party defendant, and recovered judgment for 
$978.20, with interest from 1 April, 1887, which was duly docketed 
6 May, 1889, in Cumberland Superior Court. In the same action judg- 
ment was rendered in favor of Thornton against Lambeth for $595.56. 
Neill McQueen, sheriff of Cumberland County, had been appointed 
receiver in the cause, to take charge and collect the partnership effects— 
and in favor of Vanstory it was adjudged by the court: 

“That C. P. Vanstory recover of said partnership of J. A. Lambeth 
and A. G. Thornton, trading as J. A. Lambeth, the sum of $978.20, with 
interest from 1 April, 1887. The receiver will pay over to C. P. Van- 
story the sum of money in his hands not in excess of costs and expenses.” 

Thornton v. Lambeth, 103 N. C., 86. 
(199) McQueen died in office without complying with the order of 
the court, so that Vanstory received no part of the partnership 
funds, neither has he realized anything under an execution issued 
upon his judgment. 

A. G. Thornton, defendant in present case, during the progress of 
the trial offered evidence tending to prove that at the time of Sheriff 
McQueen’s death there was in his hands, as receiver, after deducting 
all charges, the sum of $575.75 of partnership funds applicable to plain- 
tift’s judgment, to which Vanstory was entitled under the order of the 
court, and the defendant A. G. Thornton asked his Honor to submit 
a third issue to the jury arising under the first article of the answer, viz.: 

3. Whether the plaintiff’s judgment was satisfied in whole or in part, 
and if in part, to what amount? 

The contention of defendant was that, whether that sum was received 
or not by Vanstory, yet, being in the hands of the receiver, under the 
control of the court, and ordered to be paid upon the anshory judgment, 
there was a satisfaction of the judgment pro tanto and an exoneration 
of the defendant’s homestead to that extent. 

His Honor dissented from this view of the law, refused to submit the 
proposed issue, and excluded the evidence as immaterial. 

Defendant A. G. Thornton excepted. 

The jury responded to the first issue, “Yes,” and to the second issue, 
“More than the homestead.” | | | 

A new trial was asked for by the defendant Thornton on account of 
alleged error, as to which exception was taken and noted on the trial. 

Motion for new trial refused. Judgment signed and entered of record, 
conforming to the precedent in Leak v. Gay, 107 N. C., 468. To this 

judgment the defendant Thornton excepted, Sreorers that after 
(200) the payment of the costs and mortgage debts, no part of the 
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funds arising from the sale of his homestead should be paid to the 
plaintiff, but the balance should be paid to him. Exception overruled, 
and defendant Thornton appealed. 

The plaintiff also excepted to the judgment, and appealed. His ex- 
ception is set out In the opinion. 

The following is the judgment appealed from: 


This cause having been brought to a trial before the judge and a 
jury at the present term, and the jury having found that the house and 
lot in Fayetteville, claimed as a homestead by the defendant, 1s worth 
more than $1,000 in value: » 

It is considered and adjudged by the court that said property be 
exposed to public sale by commissioners hereinafter appointed by the 
court, for cash, the homesteader electing cash instead of land, after 
four weeks advertisement in the Fayetteville Observer, at the court- 
house door in Fayetteville, who shall apply the proceeds of the sale to 
the payments of the debts of the defendant, A. G. Thornton, as men- 
tioned in the pleadings, in the following order of priority, after paying— 

First—The costs of this cause. | 

Second—The mortgage debt due the estate of E. J. Lilly, deceased, 
to his executors, R. T. Gray and W. H. Lilly, to secure note of A. G. 
Thornton, payable to E. J. Lilly, for $400, dated 30 September, 1889, 
payable sixty days after date. 

Third—The mortgage debt due the estate of E. J. Lilly, deceased, to 
his said executors, to secure note of A. G. Thornton, payable to E. J. 
Lilly, for $100, with interest from 4 October, 1889, at eight per cent. 

Fourth—The mortgage debt due the estate of E. J. Lilly, deceased, 
to his said executors, to secure note of A. G. Thornton, payable to E. J. 
Lilly, for $100, payable thirty days after date—3 September, 1889. 

Fifth—The mortgage debt payable to W. P. Wemyess, trans- 
ferred to H. W. Lilly, to secure note of A. G. Thornton, for $60, (201) 
dated 16 December, 1889, payable twenty-five days after date, 
secured by mortgage of same date by A. G. Thornton and wife, Elsie. 

Sixth—The mortgage debt due to H. W. Lilly, to secure note of A. 
G. Thornton to H. W. Lilly for $625, dated 26 February, 1890, due 
twelve months after date, with interest after date at eight per cent. | 
Mortgage executed by A. G. Thornton and wife, Elsie, 26 February, 
1890. Proved and registered 27 February, 1890. 

Seventh—The mortgage due to C. L. Bevil and W. A. Vanstory, to 
secure note of $311, dated 27 May, 1890, due 1 October, 1890. 

Kighth—After payment of the foregoing mortgage debts the com- 
missioners shall reserve for the defendant A. G. Thornton his home- 
stead interest to the amount of $1,000, should there be so much left, 
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the annual interest upon which sum to be paid to him during life, and 
to his widow, should his wife survive him, during her life and the 
minority of their youngest child. 

Ninth—The judgment of plaintiff against the defendant docketed 
6 May, 1889, for $978.20, with interest from 1 April, 1887, and costs 
thereon, $14, should there be so much left. 

- Tenth—The residue, if any, to be paid to defendant. 

k. P. Buxton and Thomas H. Sutton are appointed commissioners 
of sale. Commissions five per cent. 

The respective parties are allowed to bid to the extent of their 
_ respective interests without paying cash, except so far as will meet the 
costs and prior claims in the order mentioned. 


LI. H. Sutton for plaintiff. 
f. P. Buxton for defendant. 


(202) Burwetz, J. This case comes to us upon the appeal of the — 
plaintiff, who is the judgment creditor, and of the defendant | 
Thornton, who is the judgment debtor. The mortgagees, who have 
come into the action of their own motion, since it was last before 
the Court (110 N. C., 10), and have been made defendants and have 
adopted the answer of the defendant Thornton, did not appeal. 

We will first consider the refusal of his Honor to submit the issue 
tendered by Thornton relative to the alleged payment, in whole or part, 
of plaintiff’s judgment. 

This issue was tendered by him with the evidence which he insisted 
tended to establish that such payment had been made. He did not con- 
tend that he could produce other evidence bearing upon it. It would 
have been an idle thing to submit such an issue, the burden of which 
was upon defendant, and at the same time tell the jury that defendant 
had no evidence to support it. 

And his Honor correctly decided that the facts put in evidence did 
not prove that any payment had been made on the judgment, or that it 
had been satisfied in whole or in part. There was no offer to prove that 
plaintiff had actually received from the receiver in Thornton v. Lambeth 
(103 N. C., 86) any money to be applied on this judgment, or that his 
failure to get it was due to his own fault or negligence. That receiver 
was appointed at the instance of the defendant to take charge of the 
partnership assets (Thornton v. Lambeth, supra), and if, without any 
neglect on his part, the plaintiff failed to get what the judgment of the 
court in that cause directed the receiver to pay him, the loss must fall 
on the defendant (the plaintiff there) whose duty it was to see that the 
money he owed was in fact paid. 
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The amount due to plaintiff on his judgment being thus fixed, we come 
to the consideration of his exception to the judgment, which is as fol- 
lows: “To this judgment the plaintiff, C. P. Vanstory, excepted, 
claiming that after the payment of costs his judgment for 
$978.20, with interest from 1 April, 1887, docketed 6 May, 1889, (203) 
was entitled to priority over all the mortgage debts, being older, 
and should be paid in full before any of the proceeds of sale should 
be applied to any of said mortgages.” 

And in this connection we will also consider the defendant’s excep- 
tion to this judgment, “claiming that after the payment of the costs and 
mortgage debts, no part of the fund arising from the sale of his home- 
stead should be paid to the plaintiff, but the balance should be paid 
to him.” 

The land, a sale of which is ordered by the judgment appealed from, 
was allotted to the defendant Thornton as his homestead in April, 1885. 
The relief which the plaintiff demands is that, for reasons set out in 
his complaint, there should be “a reappraisement and reallotment of 
the land and improvements of the defendant, to the end that the excess 
of the homestead, if any, be ascertained, and be subjected to the satis- 
faction of plaintiff’s judgment.” 

It seems to have been conceded by the eminent counsel of the de- 
fendant that under the law as declared when this cause was here on 
demurrer (110 N. C., 10), and the allegation of the complaint and 
answer, and the findings of the jury, the plaintiff was entitled to have 
the reappraisement and reallotment demanded by him. We wish, how- 
ever, to expressly exclude the conclusion that a reallotment should be 
decreed in suits like this one, upon the finding of the jury that the 
allotted land is worth “more than a homestead”; that is to say, more 
than one thousand dollars. Tio accomphsh that result, much more must 
be established by the plaintiff, according to the opinion filed by the 
late Chief Justice Merrimon in this cause (supra), to which we adhere. 

Assuming, then, that the parties to this action (which, by the 
presence of the defendant mortgagees, has become a suit to fore- (204) 
close their mortgages as well as to reappraise and reallot the 
homestead upon the demand of the plaintiff, and for the reasons set out 
in his complaint) have consented that a sale of the whole lot shall be 
- made, the purchaser acquiring a title free from all of their claims or 
liens, and that their respective claims to the fund to be brought into 
court, the proceeds of the sale shall be measured and determined by their 
respective claims and liens on the land, we are required to determine 
-how that fund shall be distributed. 

This agreement, or concession, of the parties, that a sale of the whole 
lot shall be made without a reallotment of the homestead of Thornton, 


112-12 175 


IN THE SUPREME COURT | [112 


VANSTORY Vv. THORNTON 


involves, of course, the further concession or agreement that what the 
lot brings over one thousand dollars shall represent what the excess 
over the homestead would have brought if the homestead had been re- 
allotted, and the excess had then been sold, and it also involves the fur- 
ther concession or agreement that the reallotted homestead would have 
sold for one thousand dollars. 

If, therefore, after the payment of the costs (to the payment of which, 
first, no party excepts) there shall remain more than one thousand dol- 
lars, that excess will represent and stand in the place of the portion of 
the lot which, upon a reappraisement, would lie outside of the home- 
stead boundaries, and this excess of the fund over one thousand dollars 
(the homestead) must be applied on the plaintiff’s judgment, for it was 
docketed before any of the mortgages were registered, and it is a first 
lien on this excess (Gulley v. Thurston, ante, 192), enforceable now 
because of the reallotment of defendant’s homestead. The statute (The 
Code, sec 485) makes a docketed judgment a lien on all the land of the 

debtor in the county where it is docketed from the date of the 
(205) docketing, and the creditor may immediately enforce his lien so 

acquired on all the debtor’s land outside of the boundaries of the 
homestead. Such are his rights. They are plain and unmistakable. 
No act of the debtor can change them, or in any degree impair them. 
To hold otherwise would be to digpiaces by our decision, a lien given 
by the statute, and to put it in the power of a ‘ndgment debtor to 
deprive his diligent ereditor of the fruits of his diligence. 

We hold, of course, that if, after the full payment of plaintif’s 
judgment, any part of this excess shall remain, it shall be applied on the 
mortgage debts according to their priorities. | 

This brings us to determine what disposition shall then be made of 
the homestead money, the sum which represents and stands in the place 
of the newly allotted homestead, and to which none of the parties waive 
any of their claims or modify in any degree their legal rights. 

We must first discuss the relation of the plaintiff to this fund, for it 
may be that the excess over one thousand dollars will not be sufficient 
to pay all costs and his judgment. 

In some States a docketed judgment creates no lien on the homestead 
land, but in this State such a judgment creates a lien on all the land of 
the debtor, both that outside of the homestead boundaries and that within 
those boundaries, the only difference being that the lien on that which 
is within the homestead boundaries is not enforceable by execution or 
other final process until there has come about in some way a termination 
of the debtor’s constitutional exemption rights in this land, which 
rights, vested in him by the organic law, may be prolonged after his 
death for the benefit of his widow in some instances and in some for the | 
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benefit of infant children. As we have said, he cannot now en- (206) 
force his lien on the homestead land, but his debtor cannot dis- 
place that lien by any act of his. It is fixed on the land by law, and 
this Court can only recognize and at the proper time enforce it. 

We conclude, therefore, that the plaintiff has a hen on this fund 
($1,000) for the payment of such part of his judgment as is not satis- 
fied by the excess over the homestead money, but, if the other parties 
interested in this fund so insist, he must await the termination of 
Thornton’s exemption rights in this fund before he can get for his own 
use any part of it. When those rights have terminated, such part of 
this principal fund as may be necessary will be applied to the satisfac- 
tion of the plaintiff’s judgment. In the meantime it will be invested 
as the Superior Court of Cumberland County may direct, and the in- 
terest accruing thereon will be applied on the mortgage debts, paying 
the senior mortgage first and then the next oldest, and so on. Any re- 
mainder of the corpus after satisfaction of the judgment will be used 
to pay off any balance then due on the mortgage indebtedness. The 
defendant Thornton can have no part of this fund until both the judg- 
ment and the mortgages are paid off in full. He loses the land outside 
of his reallotted homestead, because it must be devoted to the discharge 
of the judgment lien thereon. He loses his right to use the homestead 
land or the money that stands in its place, because by proper deeds he 
and his wife have assigned that land to the mortgagees; thereby they 
acquired all his rights to this lot, his homestead estate therein, as it 1s 
sometimes called. Adrian v. Shaw, 82 N. C., 474; Sumpson v. Houston, 
97 N. C., 344. Therefore they take his place in relation to the fund 
($1,000) which stands in lieu of the exempt land, and must be allowed 
to hold that place to the present exclusion of the judgment creditor. 

We feel bound to follow the decisions cited above, and others of like 
import made by our distinguished predecessors, because rights have 
been acquired and contracts have been made on the faith of 
those adjudications, To disturb them at this late day would (207 ) 
bring about confusion and cause injustice In many instances. 

We prefer to recall the dicta in Fleming v. Graham, 110 N. C., 374, 
which seem in conflict with those older cases. 

We are not unmindful of the fact that perplexing problems will arise 
in the adjudication of rights in and titles to lands, to which at one 
time or another there has attached that peculiar right called a “home- 
stead,” whether we adhere to the old rule laid down in Adrian v. Shaw 
and cases of like import or adopt the new rule foreshadowed in Fleming 
v. Graham, supra. One thing at least should be distinctly realized: 
The two rules, on principle, are in direct conflict one with the other. 
By the one the homestead right or estate, or exemption from execution, 
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or “advantage,” call it by what name we will, is salable or assignable, 
and the purchaser can hold the land in which he has acquired this right 
or estate, or exemption from execution, or advantage, to the exclusion 
of the ordinary judgment creditor of his assignor or seller till that right 
or estate, or advantage, or exemption from execution, “1s over.” By 
virtue of the assignment (usually made in the form of a deed to the 
land itself, the greater including the less) he gets into the shoes of the 
- homesteader, to use a homely expression. He has bought the privilege 
of so standing, the privilege of personating before the law and the 
judgment creditor the “homesteader’”’ himself, guoad the homestead land. 
And we think that the assignability of this right, as contradistinguished 
from the land itself, has been distinctly recognized by all the decisions 
of this Court until that of Fleming v. Graham. It is true that there 
has been much discussion as to the name that should be applied to this 
new creation of the law. Justice Dick called it in Poe v. Hardie, 65 

N. C., 447, “the estate in the homestead,” “a determinable fee,” 
(208) and called its counterpart “the reversionary interest,” the two 

constituting all the estate of the owner of the land. Chief Justice 
Pearson called it “the homestead estate,” and its counterpart “the 
reversion,” and notably in Jenkins v. Bobbitt, 77 N. C., 385, though in 
Lnttlejohn v. Egerton, T7 N. C., at page 384, he had spoken of the 
“homestead right” as a quality annexed to land whereby an estate is 
exempted from sale under execution for debt. Justice Bynum, in Bank 
v. Green, T8 N. C., 247, defined it as “no new estate,” but only “a de- 
terminable exemption from the payment of his debts in respect to the 
particular property allotted to him.” And the same Court in Hill v. 
Oxendine, 79 N. C., 331, distinctly recognized the “homestead” as 
distinguished from the “reversionary interest,” and with equal distinct- 
ness conceded the assignability of each of these rights or interests 
separately. 

Smith, C. J., in Markham v. Hicks, 90 N. C., 204, approved the 
definition or description contained in Bank v. Green, supra, and called 
attention to the “inadvertent expressions” which had been used in defin- 
ing the right under discussion; but there was no intimation. from him 
in that case that it was not assignable. 

Chief Justice Merrimon, in the case of Jones v. Britton, 102 N. C., 
166 (on page 169), speaks of this quality of exemption as an “advan- 
tage” which can pass by proper deed from the homesteader to his vendee 
of the land, and in unmistakable language recognizes that this “advan- 
tage’”—this exemption from sale, limited contingently—may be acquired 
and held by the vendee of the land to the postponement of the rights 
of the judgment creditor. He there emphatically approved the rule laid 
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down in Adrian v. Shaw, supra, by Justice Ashe, which had been ap- 
proved with even greater emphasis by Chief Justice Smith on the rehear- 
ing of the latter case (84 N. C., 832). 

And in Lane v, Richardson, 104 N. C., 642, it is said of hoe (209) 
stead land that had been sold by the nemesteader that it “re- 
tained the quality of the homestead exemption in the hands of the pur- 
chaser.” In Long v. Walker, 105 N. C., 90, the cases of Wyche »v. 
Wyche, 85 N. C., 96; Barrett v. Richardson, 76 N. C., 429, and Lowder- 
milk v. Corpening, 92 N. C., 3338, are cited with approval, and the 
principle that in this State what is there again called the “reversionary 
interest” in the homestead land may be owned by one person while the 
homestead interest or estate is held by another, is distinctly recognized. 

In Waples on Homestead and Exemption, p. 299, 1t 1s said: “There 
may be a suspended judgment lien on a homestead; as when the statute 
allows judgments to be docketed against it but prevents their enforce- 
ment during the time the homestead remains exempt, yet allows execu- 
tion afterwards. Meanwhile, the exemptionist may sell the land on 
which the benefit rests, subject to the judgment, but also protected for 
the time being by the suspension of the lien. The purchaser acquires 
this protection with the land so far as the homestead extends with the 
land.” In support of this the learned author cites Jones v. Britton, 
supra; Rankin v. Shaw, 94 N. C., 405; Markham v. Hicks, 90 N. C., 
204; Wilson v. Patton, 87 N. C., 318, and Hinson v. Adrian, 86 N. C., 
61. 

It is not our privilege to consider the choice between these two rules 
(that of Adrian v. Shaw and Jones v. Britton establishing the assign- 
ability of the homestead estate or right, or advantage, and the one 
proposed in Fleming v. Graham denying that assignability) as a new 
question. If such was the case we might find much perplexity in the 
consideration of the Constitution, which seems to provide for a sale 
by the homesteader and his wife of the homestead lands, and the statute 
law, and the decisions of this,Court, which beyond all question 
make a docketed judgment a lien on the homestead land, a pro- (210) 
vision that is in force in few of the States except this. It may be 
said in this connection, however, that it would be difficult for one to 
see what value or efficacy there would be in a power of sale, if the exer- 
cise of the power brought to the purchaser only the poor privilege of 
witnessing an execution sale of his newly acquired land. And in truth 
it matters not so much what we call as how we protect and enforce 
this “right” or “estate”? It may be that inadvertent expressions have 
been used in the effort to adapt the nomenclature of the common law to 
a matter unknown to that system of jurisprudence. But through all 
the decisions of this Court down to the case of Hlemeng v. Graham, 


179 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [112 


VANSTORY UV. THORNTON 


supra, will be found, we think, upon careful examination, a clear 
recognition of the fact that this “advantage,” as Chief Justice Merrimon 
aptly called it, is assignable, and that the purchaser of the land from 
the homesteader may hold that “advantage.” Therefore when we affirm 
Adrian v. Shaw, Simpson v. Houston, and cases of like import, we are 
but affirming Jones v. Britton, decided so late as 1889, and, as we think, 
we go counter to no decision or dictum in the Reports of the decisions 
of this Court, except what 1s said in Mleming v. Graham, supra. 

If there 1s to be any present division of this fund between the parties, 
it must be a matter of arbitration or agreement among themselves, for 
the courts have no rule by which to determine what exemption rights 
are worth in cash, their present value, the length of their duration de- 
pending on too many contingencies. 

Leak v. Gay, 107 N. C., 468, so far as it decides or seems to decide 
that the lien of a docketed judgment on the debtor’s land, whether on 
an allotted homestead or not, can be displaced by a junior mortgage, is 

overruled. 
(211) The fund arising: from a sale of the lot described in the 
pleadings must be disposed of in accordance with this opinion, 
unless otherwise agreed by all the parties in interest. 

Judgment modified. In plaintiff’s appeal there is error. In defend- 

ant’s appeal there is no error. 


Criark, J., dissenting. There is a distinction between the homestead 
and the homestead right; the former is the lot of land exempted from 
sale; the latter is the right to have it exempted, to use and occupy it free 
from molestation. The former the Constitution permits to be conveyed, 
but only with the wife’s assent and privy examination; the latter can- 
not be conveyed to another; it does not pass by a conveyance of the 
land; it 1s not property, but a personal privilege extending (in certain 
eases) to the minority of the children and the widow. An inadvertence 
of expression in some of the opinions as to this distinction has led to 
some confusion and misapprehension. It seems that North Carolina is 
the only State in which it has ever at any time been held that a convey- 
ance by the debtor of the homestead carried with it an assignment of 
the homestead right. Waples on Homestead, 327, note 5, and 374, 
note 4; Brame v. Craig, 12 Bush., 404. And upon the plain language 
of the Constitution, upon the weight of our own later decisions and the 
reason of the thing, it is difficult to see how the assignability of the 
homestead right can be maintained here. Concurring as I do as to the 
rest of the opinion, I must, therefore, dissent from so much of it as 
holds that, as to the proceeds of the sale under a mortgage of the home- 
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stead, the lien of a prior docketed judgment is displaced in favor of the 
mortgagees under the subsequently executed mortgages, during the life 
of the homesteader. 

The opinion of the Court in this case says, “The statute law (212) 
and the decisions of this Court, beyond all question, make a 
docketed judgment a lien on the homestead land.” In Jones v. Britton, 
102 N. C., 166, the opinion of the Court in chief (by Merrimon, J.) 
says, “Exemption from sale alone distinguishes the homestead lands from 
other lands of the debtor.” It seems to me it inevitably follows that 
when by the mortgage and sale under it the “exemption from sale” 1s 
lost, the lien of the prior docketed judgment takes precedence in the 
proceeds over the subsequent mortgage, as would be the case with “the 
other lands of the debtor” from which it is no longer distinguished 
by an “exemption from sale,” 

To obtain a clear conception of the effect and extent of the homestead 
exemption in this State it is best to have the constitutional provision 
before us. It reads: “Every homestead, and the dwellings and buildings 
used therewith, not exceeding in value one thousand dollars, to be selected 
by the owner thereof, or in lieu thereof, at the option of the owner, any 
lot in a city, town, or village, with the dwellings and buildings used 
thereon, owned and occupied by any resident of this State, and not ex- 
ceeding the value of one thousand dollars, shall be exempt from sale 
under execution, or other final process obtained on any debt.” Consti- 
tution, Art. X, sec. 2. 

An analysis of this clause will show, among others, the following 
requisites to the homestead claim: : 

1. The claimant must “own and occupy” it. 

2. He must be a resident of the State. | 

3. The lot protected as a homestead, with buildings thereon, must not 
exceed in value one thousand dollars. 

4, No estate in the homestead is granted, but the lot so set apart is 
merely protected for the time specified (during owner’s life and until his 
youngest child becomes of age); 2 ¢., it “shall be exempt from sale 
under execution,” nothing more. | 

5. By Article X, sec. 8, the homesteader is authorized to con- (213) 
vey the homestead with the privy examination of the wife. 

Considering the whole of the provisions in Article II, supra, which 
creates the homestead, it is clear that the authority to convey the same 
is the authority to convey the lot over which the homestead exemption 
has been extended, and not the homestead exemption itself, which is a 
right personal to the debtor and not capable of alenation. The word 
“homestead” in section 8 is used in the same sense it bears when used 
as the first word in section 2; 2. e., the lot or home place, which is 
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authorized to be made exempt. When the homestead is conveyed, the 
grant is only of the lot which has been sheltered from execution so long 
as 1t was “owned and occupied” by him. It passes by his conveyance out 
from under such shelter and becomes liable to any len which would 
have been enforced against it but for the exemption which he waived 
by the conveyance. The homesteader does not and cannot part with his 
constitutional right to claim a homestead exemption from execution. 
He can, immediately after the conveyance of the homestead lot, spread 
its protecting sgis over any other lot owned and. oceupied by him, | nes 

Whenever the claimant ceases to “own and occupy” a lot it ceases to 
be entitled to the exemption from execution. The constitutional requisite 
is gone. He may occupy it by a tenant, for the tenant’s occupancy is 
his. But when by deed, with his wife’s privy examination, he conveys 
it away, the grantee gets the grantor’s whole interest subject to liens, 
but without exemption from execution, which exists only in favor of 
the owner and occuprer of the lot. He does not “own and occupy” it 

after the conveyance to another. In like manner, should he 
(214) cease to be a resident of the State, the right of exemption would 
~  gease (Finley v. Sanders, 98 N. C., 462), even when he leaves 
his wife and children here. Baker v. Leggett, 1b., 804; Munds v. 
Cassidey, ib., 558, and Lee v. Mosely, 101 N. C., 311. So when, by 
reason of the improvements he shall place upon it, the value violates 
the Constitution by exceeding $1,000, the exemption ceases as to the 
excess, and there may be a reallotment, Vanstory v. Thornton, 110 N. C., 
10. Now, also, by the recent act of the Legislature (of 1893) the exemp- 
tion ceases as to the excess and there may be a reallotment, when for 
any cause there is a substantial enhancement of the value of the lot 
beyond the constitutional $1,000 limit. 

Jt is true it was held in Adrian v. Shaw, 82 N. C., 474, and same 
case, 84 N. ©., 832, that the homestead right was an estate in the lot, 
but that was not warranted by the Constitution which confers only 
“an exemption from sale under execution” (in favor of a resident owner 
and occupier ), and has been in effect overruled in several cases. Hughes 
v. Hodges (Avery, J.), 102 N. C., 236; Jones v. Britton, ib., 166; Flem- 
ing v. Graham, 110 N. C., 374, and virtually in divers cases. The main 
point in Adrian v. Shaw was that the homestead did not cease on removal 
from the State. The contrary is held in cases above cited. 

In Jones v. Britton, supra (on p. 180), Shepherd, J., says the home- 
stead. right is a mere “stay of execution, nothing more, nothing less.” 
Avery, J., in Hughes v. Hodges, supra, points out that Lnttlejohn v. 
Egerton had been misconceived, and that while the learned Chief 
Justice had there spoken of the homestead as a “quality annexed to the 
land,” he had immediately explained it by saying, “‘whereby the estate is 
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exempted from sale under execution”; by “estate” meaning the debtor’s 
whole interest. In Jones v. Britton, supra, Merrimon, J., as quoted 
above, says that “exemption from sale alone distinguishes the 
homestead land from the other lands of the debtor; that the (215) 
homestead right creates no new estate, and adds no new right, 

but “merely suspends a sale.” If the homestead right is a mere “stay 
of execution,” “a suspension of a sale,” it 1s a privilege, and cannot 
be assigned away to another. 

Apart from the repeated decisions holding ithe homestead right not 
to be an estate in the land or a quality annexed to it, it is clearly not so: 

1. The words of the Constitution can by no reasonable construction 
bear out that idea. Nothing in the land is given. The owner already 
has that in fee. The Constitution only gives him a right to own and 
occupy it “exempt from sale.” It merely puts up a shelter over him 
and stays the sheriff’s hand with a “cessat executvo.” , 

2. If the homestead right was an “estate” in the land, it would be 
valued accordingly, and to get the $1,000 the quantity of land allotted 
would depend upon the age, health, expectancy of life, éte., of the 
claimant, otherwise the homestead estate of some would be more valuable 
than that of others. But it is the lot and buildings over which the 
protection is spread, which are to be worth “not exceeding $1,000. ” 
This shows that the “homestead” right is the exemption extended as a 
shelter above the lot, and not an estate in the lot itself. 

3. If the homesteader had an estate in the land for his life, the crops 
or other income from it would be his. But as he has no estate in it, 
and merely a right to “own and occupy” it free from the presence of the 
sheriff, the income and crops are liable to his creditors. Bank v. Green, 
78 N. C., 247. The opinion in this case by Mr. Justice Bynum is one of 
very clear conception and one of the ablest discussions of the homestead. 
ever made by the Court. It is well worth the fullest consideration. In 
it, 1t is said that the homestead creates no new right of property, but 
merely exempts $1,000 of it from sale; that it is “not a determinable 
fee, but a determinable right of exemption. ‘i 

4, If the homestead right was an estate in the lot, whenever (216) 
it was once conveyed away it would be gone forever and the 
homesteader would henceforth be without right to any homestead. The 
law surely does not contemplate that, like Esau, he should part with his 
birthright, or that an unmarried man by sale of his allotted homestead 
shall deprive his future wife and children of a right to shelter, however 
much realty he may retain or subsequently acquire. 

Being, however, as this Court has repeatedly held, not an estate but 
an exemption, the sale of the lot does not carry the exemption along 
with it. If it did, ather— 
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1. The homesteader could forever thereafter claim no other exemp- 
t1Ons-0r; a 

2. He could take another homestead lot and impart to*that the ex- 
emption quality or estate and convey it together with the exemption 
tacked to it, and so on ad infinitum. Suppose in this way a debtor has 
successively taken and then conveyed away, say, a dozen homesteads; 
the day the homestead right determines by his death (or youngest child 
becoming of age after his death) $13,000 of real estate would become 
subject to sale under executions docketed prior to his successive convey- 
ances. Thus, up to that event, $13,000 would be exempt from executions 
against him. Yet there is the constitutional provision, too plain to be 
misunderstood, that “not exceeding $1,000 shall be exempt from sale 
under execution.” | 

This is not the argument ab inconvententi. It is the plain, simple 
language of the Constitution, nothing added and nothing taken from it. 
The argument ab inconvententi is made by the opposite side that it is 
hard to tie a man down to one homestead, and that he is merely taking 
the proceeds of the sale of one homestead with which to buy another, 
and so on down the line of successive homesteads. If this argument ab 
inconvemientt could be entertained against the express language of the 

Constitution, 1t may be observed— 
(217) 1. The homesteader is not compelled to sell; he may rent out, 
and thus still “own and occupy,” and with liberty to rent for 
himself another home. 

2. The homestead, or life right, in a $1,000 lot will not bring him the 
$1,000 the fee simple is worth, and when he proceeds to take another 
$1,000 lot as a homestead, he is adding money due his creditors to the 
exemption allowed, and in several successive sales of a life right in one 
$1,000 lot and the purchase of the fee simple of another $1,000 lot, he 
will put in largely more than the “$1,000 exempt from execution,” 
beyond which amount he is forbidden to go. 

Besides, he can convey the homestead right (if it is true it can be 
conveyed) to his grantee in no better plight than he himself held it. If 
he puts improvements on the homestead, it is subject to revaluation. 
Vanstory v. Thornton, 110 N. C., 10. Will it not be subject to revalua- 
tion if his grantee puts improvements on it? He can convey no greater 
exemption right than he had. And it is surely not public policy that 
where a man has conveyed several successive homesteads each shall lie 
dead, deprived of improvements for fear of reallotment. 

Again, while the homestead is in possession of the homesteader, the 
incoming crops are liable to his debts. He has only the right of use 
and occupancy. Bank v. Green, supra. As he can convey no greater 
exemption to his grantee than the law has given himself, it follows that 
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the crops and income from each of the successive homesteads is lable to 
the grantor’s debts, and the temporary holders can only have the right 
to use and occupy. 

And still again, under the late act of the Legislature the lots (218) 
protected from execution by right of the homestead are subject 
to revaluation whenever they “exceed $1,000.” When there have been 
successive homesteads allotted the creditors can have them reallotted 
under the act, and if the aggregate amount “exempt from execution” 
exceeds $1,000, a reallotment would expose the excess to sale, leaving 
only the $1,000 then “owned and occupied” by him sheltered from the 
sheriff. He cannot give to the successive grantees an exemption of the 
crops, and from revaluation, which he himself does not possess. 

The decision in Adrian v. Shaw ceased to have any logical force when 
the Court held, as it has since repeatedly done, ut supra, that the home- 
stead right was not an estate in the land, but a mere exemption, or 
cessat executio. If so, it 1s personal to the debtor and he cannot convey 
it away. He can convey away the homestead land. If there are no 
judgments or other liens, he can give a clear title; if there are such 
hens, he can.convey only his title, subject to the liens, since he waives, 
as he is empowered to do, his homestead right to protect that lot of land 
from sale, because ceasing by his deed, with his wife’s assent, to “own” 
it.’ He can acquire as many successive homesteads as he pleases and 
protect them by the homestead right, but as to each the homestead right - 
ceases when he ceases, respectively, to own them. He has but one home- 
stead right. He can put that up over successive lots of $1,000, but he 
cannot alienate it or give any one else the benefit of it. 

That the right is restricted to ownership of the lot is further shown 
by section 8 of Article X, which exempts the homestead “after death of 
the owner thereof, during minority of his children,” and section 5 for 
the benefit of widow of “owner of a homestead,” meaning the 
homestead of which he was owner at the time of his death. Both (219) 
these sections extend the exemption after the death of the owner 
of a homestead, showing that only one homestead 1s exempted longer, 
and that is the one he owns at his death. Certainly the conveyance of a 
homestead cannot possibly be construed to embrace the existence of the 
homestead right after the homesteader’s death, for that contingent right 
is solely for shelter of his children or widow and is only given as to a 
homestead of which he is owner at the time of his death. The children 
can have it allotted if he has hot done so. It is theirs, not his. Yet if 
one homestead right is not assignable by the homesteader, is there 
anything to indicate that the other is? As was noted in a former deci- 
sion of this Court, the homestead having been introduced by the Consti- 
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tution of 1868, it was new to our courts and the construction given to it 
has not been uniform. In at least ten points the first view taken has 
been subsequently overruled. 

1. The Court held the exemption applied to pr Pee debts, Hill v. 
Kesler, 68 N. C., 487, and numerous other cases. This has not been so 
since Hdwards i Kearsen, 96 U. S., 595. 

2. It was held that the homesteader might be estopped to claim it by 
his declarations. Mayho v. Cotten, 69 N. C., 289. This was expressly 
overruled in Hughes v. Hodges, 102 N. C., 236, which affirms the con- 
trary to be the law since Lambert v. Kinnery, 74 N. C., 348. 

3. It was held that the homestead was a “determinable fee.” Poe v. 
Hardie, 65 N. C., 447. This is overruled in Bank v. Green, 78 N. C,, 
247. 

4. It was held not impeachable for waste because a determinable fee. 
Poe v. Hardie, supra. In Jones v. Britton, 102 N. C., 166, it is now 

held that the ereditor can, by injunction, restrain waste. 
(220) 5. It was held that the amount could be increased (though not 

diminished). Martin v. Hughes, 67 N. C., 293. In view not 
only of the constitutional provision that it “shall not exceed $1,000,” 
but of the provision limiting the duration of the homestead exemption 
to the minority of the children, this was reversed in Wharton v. Taylor, 
88 N. C., 230, and the act which had been passed prohibiting the len 
of the docketed judgment on the lot sheltered by the homestead was re- 
' pealed at the next session of the Legislature. Acts 1885, ch. 359. 

6. It was held that the homestead was not absolutely void as to debts 
contracted prior to the Constitution, but only if it appeared there was 
not property sufficient outside of the homestead. Albright v. Albright, 
88 N. C., 238; Morrison v. Watts, 101 N. C., 332. This was Ne in 
Long v. Walker, 105 N. C., 90. 

7. In Adrian v. Shaw, supra, it was held that. tie homestead was not 
forfeited by the homesteader’s removal from the State. It is held other- 
wise in Minley v. Sanders, 98 N. C., 462, and other cases supra. 

8. It was held that once allotted the homestead could not be reallotted. 
Gulley v. Cole, 96 N. C., 447. This was in part reversed by Vanstory v. 
Thornton, 110 N. C., 10, and is now entirely changed by the act of 1893. 

9. In Adrian v. Shaw it was held that the homestead was an estate 
in the land. In repeated decisions above cited that has been reversed, 
and it is held a mere exemption right. 

10. In same case it was held the conveyance of the homestead land 
cartied with it the homestead exemption of the debtor. This was denied 
in Fleming v. Graham, supra. | 

Reverting to the plain letter of the Constitution, and taking the 
(221) benefit of the “sober second thought” of the Court j in each of the 
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_above particulars, we are fortunate In finding the way cleared for us. 
Upon those decisions, as held in the overruling and later opinions in 
each particular, we should hold, first, that the homestead does not apply 
to debts existing prior to the Constitution; secondly, that the home- 
steader cannot be estopped to claim it; third, that it is a determinable 
exemption, not a determinable fee; fourth, that waste thereon can be re- 
strained on application of a creditor; fifth, that it cannot be increased 
beyond $1,000, nor can the judgment creditor be deprived of his lien on 
it by any legislation; sixth, that it is void as to debts existing at the 
adoption of the Constitution whether there 1s enough other property or 
not to satisfy executions; seventh, that it is forfeited when claimant 
ceases to be a resident of the State; eighth, that when, by improvements 
placed upon it, or by enhancement of values, 1t exceeds the constitutional 
limit of one thousand dollars, it can be reallotted; ninth, that the home- 
stead 1s not an estate in the land, but a mere exemption from sale, and 
tenth, the conveyance of the homestead land does not alienate or convey 
the homestead right therewith. Fleming v. Graham, 110 N. C., 874. 
The grantee gets the land subject to hens, and without benefit of the 
grantor’s homestead right, which protected it only while owned by him. 

Adhering to the law thus mapped out for us by the latest decision in 
each particular case recited, the road for the future would be free from 
embarrassments. We have but to march where the wisdom and experi- 
ence of our predecessors have pointed out the road. 

There are numerous decisions in other States confirmatory of these 
views. Waples on Homestead. But the constitutional provisions in 
different States as to the homestead are so variant it is doubtless better 
to place ourselves on the plain provisions of our own Constitution and 
avail ourselves of the latest and better opinion of the Court in 
construing each point above discussed. It may be objected that (222) 
it will work damage to hold as indicated in Fleming v. Graham, 
since land has been conveyed under the ruling in Adrian v. Shaw. But 
there cannot be many such conveyances, both because people are not 
prone to buy estates determinable on the death of another, and because 
Adrian v. Shaw has been shaken by so many decisions since. Were it 
otherwise, the Constitution is the sole creator of the homestead. Hd- 
wards v. Kearsey, supra. The Legislature (as has been held) itself 
cannot enlarge it, “nor can the courts do so by judicial legislation.” 
Smith, C. J.,1n Jones v. Britton, supra. When a mistake has been made 
the Court should conform its erroneous opinion to the Constitution, and 
not the Constitution to its erroneous ruling. 

_ A difference should be noted between the homestead and the personal 
property exemption. The articles embraced in the latter are owned 
absolutely, and can be sold absolutely. No “exemption” is conveyed to 
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the purchaser. There can be no lien on them whose enforcement is 
prevented by the exemption. They stand just as the conveyance of the 
homestead when no lien has attached by a docketed judgment, when, of 
course, the grantee gets the full estate. Hughes v. Hodges, supra; Scott 
v. Lane, 107 N. C., 154. But as to the homestead, when there are 
docketed judgments, the debtor has only the privilege of “use and occu- 
pancy”; he can only convey it as he would any other land, 7. e., subject 
to such ae. and he cannot convey to the creditor his right to “use and 
oceupy” it exempt from sale. The reason the Constitution gives the 
right to convey the homestead lot 1s not far to seck. In many States it 
im been held that an allotted homestead was inalienable. This clause 
was put in to prevent tying up land in that mode in this State. 
Upon reason and the above authorities the homestead right is 
(223) a privilege of exempting $1,000 from sale. It is personal and 
cannot be alienated, but it may be waived as to any particular 
lot by ceasing to be a resident of the State, or by ceasing to own and 
oceupy the lot. 

It has been waived or lost as to this lot by the mortgage and sale under 
it, and the homesteader cannot give to his mortgagee a right to the use 
of the proceeds when he has himself lost the right to “use and occupy” 
the lot. 


Oited: 8. c., 114 N. C., 376, 878; Gardner v. Batts, ib., 501, 504; 
Stern v. Lee, 115 N. C., 486; Balsley v. Balsley, 116 N. C., 480; Thomas 
v. Fulford, 117 N. C., 678, 681, 692; Bevan v. Hllis, 121 N. C., 233, 236; 
Toyner v. Sugg, 131 N. C., 334, 339, 349; 8. ¢., 182 N. C., 590; Fidelity 
Assn. v. Lash, 1385 N. C., 408; Sash Co. v. Parker, 153 N. C., 134. 


Note.—Laws 1905, ch. 111, now C. 8S. 729, provides that the exemption ceases 
upon the conveyance of the homestead. 


F. M. SMITH anp Wire v. ZACH ALLEN et AL. 
Color of Title—Evidence—Lost Record. 
1. A deed duly executed, probated and recorded by an attorney in fact is suf- 
ficient to show color of title, though the power of attorney be not produced. 


2. Where the original papers in a cause have been burned or lost, the minutes 
of the court in which they were filed are admissible in ener to estab- 
lish the validity of the proceedings. 
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3. A deed to a person as trustee, who signs the same, if probated and regis- 
tered as the deed of the grantor, is color of title, though not probated as 
to the trustee, the presumption being that it was accepted by the grantee. 
therein. 


4. A deed of a trustee, although the privy examination of the cestui que trust 
was not taken, is good as color of title, even if the cestui que trust was 
a feme covert. 


Action for trespass, tried at March Term, 1892, of Purrz, before 
Bryan, J., and a jury. 

The flowing issues were submitted to the jury: 

1. Are the plaintiffs the owners and.in possession of the land in con- 
troversy ? 

2. Have the defendants trespassed on the land of the plaintiffs? (224) 

3. What damages have the plaintiffs sustained ? 

The jury responded “Yes” to the first and second issues, and “M1 ine- 
teen dollars” to the third. 

The plaintiffs offered, for the purpose of showing color of title, a deed 
from Richard EH. W. Tyson, by his attorney in fact, Allen Tyson, to 
Lemuel Tyson, dated 22 August, 1836, which deed had been duly pro- 
bated and recorded. Defendants objected to the introduction of this 
deed on the ground that no power of attorney from grantor to Allen 
Tyson had been shown. His Honor held the deed to be sufficient for the 
purpose for which it was offered, and overruled the objection. Defend- 
ants excepted. 

The plaintiffs for a similar purpose next seed a dead from Lewis 
Hilliard, Clerk and Master in Equity, to Sherrod Tyson, dated 22 June, 
1866, They also introduced the trial and minute dockets of the Court 
of Equity of Pitt County, from which it appeared that a petition for 
the sale of the lands of Lemuel Tyson had been filed and docketed; that 
a decree of sale had been made; that a report of sale had also been made 
to the court, showing Sherrod Tyson to be the purchaser, and that a 
decree had been made and duly recorded in the minutes of said court 
‘ confirming said sale and directing said clerk and master to make title 
to the purchaser. 

E. A. Moye, the clerk of the Superior Court, was introduced, who 
testified that after diligent search in his office ie had been. unable to 
find the equity papers filed for the sale of said tract of land by said clerk 
and master; that he had searched all packages, bundles, boxes and 
papers, except the old papers marked “State cases”; these he did not 
search, and that he had been unable to find the original papers, and he 
was satisfied they were not in his office. 
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(225) Defendants objected to the introduction of the deed from Lewis 

Hilliard, and to the introduction of the dockets of the Court of 
Equity, in the sie of the original papers; objection overruled, and 
the defendants excepted. 

Plaintiffs then offered a deed from Sherrod Tyson to W. A. Cherry, 
trustee, dated 9 June, 1866. 

To this deed the defendants objected, because it had not been pro- — 
bated as to W. A. Cherry, the grantee therein, who, it seems, had signed 
said deed. Objection overruled, and defendants excepted. 

Plaintiffs then offered a deed from W. A. Cherry, trustee of Sophia 
Paul, to Thomas E. Randolph, dated January, 1868. To the introduc- 
tion of this deed defendants objected, because it had not been probated 
as to Sophia Paul, by taking her privy examination. Objection over- 
ruled, and defendants excepted, his Honor holding that, in any view 
of the case, the foregoing deeds were sufficient to show color of title, that 
being the purpose for which they were offered. 

Verdict and judgment for plaintiffs, and appeal by defendants. 


T. J. Jarvis for plaintiffs. 
CO. M. Bernard for defendants. 


MacRazg, J. All the deeds offered by the plaintiffs were competent 
to show color of title, and were followed by testimony tending to prove 
continuous adverse possession, under visible lines and boundaries by the 
plaintiffs and those under whom they claim for more than seven years. 
Color of title is a writing upon its face professing to pass title to land. 
Keener v. Goodson, 89 N. C., 2738. 

The first exception is met by Hill v. Wilton, 6 N. C., 14, which held | 
that where the power of attorney was produced and plainly ‘showed that 

the attorney had no authority to convey land, the deed purporting 
(226) to be made by virtue of the power therein constituted color of 
title. - 

The second exception is covered by the case of Hare v. Holieman, 94 
N. C., 14, where it is held that where the original papers in a cause have © 
been burned or lost, the minutes of the court are admissible in evidence 
to establish the validity of the proceedings. 

The deed from Sherrod Tyson to W. A. Cherry, trustee, objected to 
because it had not been probated as to Cherry, was competent, having 
been proved and registered as the deed of Tyson, under the presumption 
that it was accepted by the grantee therein. And if probate and regis- 
tration had been necessary as to Cherry to pass title, the unregistered 
deed is color of title. Davis v. Higgins, 91 N.C., 382, 
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The deed objected to by defendants because the privy examination 
of Sophia Paul did not appear to have been taken was also good as color 
of title, even if Sophia Paul were a feme covert, of which we are not 
apprised. See Perry v. Perry, 99 N. C., 270, where cases are cited which 
meet nearly all of the exceptions. 

There was no exception to the refusal of his Honor to give the instruc- 
tion asked in defendants’ first prayer for special instructions, and the 
instruction was not warranted by the evidence as stated in the case, 

It seems that every exception taken by porengants is untenable, and 
has been repeatedly so held. 

No ERROR. 


Cited: Bond v. Beverly, 152 N. C., 61; Norwood v. Totten, 166 N. C., 
650; Gann v. Spencer, 167 N. C., "430; Clendenin v. Clendemn, 181 
N. C., 471, 


| (227) 
S. C. BROWNE eT at. v. JOHN T. DAVIS. 


Offset to Damages for Detention—New Trial—Construction. 


Where, on a former appeal, this Court affirmed a judgment in favor of plaintiffs, 
allowing damages for rents during the detention of land, subject to credit 
for valuable improvements made by defendant, the same to be ascertained 
by a jury upon petition for betterments, but modified it by saying that 
though the defendant was not entitled to have the value of improvements 
assessed as betterments, strictly speaking, still the jury, “when they come 
to inquire into the plaintiffs’ damages on account of the use and detention 
of the lands, . . . ought to make a fair allowance out of the same for 
improvements of a permanent character,” and on a remand the plaintiffs 
objected, on account of the language quoted, to further inquiry into an 
allowance for the permanent improvements: Held, that the language 
quoted was general, applying to all cases where offsets should be assessed 
at the same time damages are assessed, and was not intended to cut off 
the defendant from such allowance because the rents had already been 
assessed in this particular case. Such modification was, in effect, a new 
trial as to the issue, directing the allowance to be deducted in assessing 
the damages to plaintiff, and the refusal of the court to submit an issue 
inquiring into the amount of damages was error. 


Apprat from Shuford, J., at Spring Term, 1892, of Pasquoranx. 

From the refusal of the court to submit an issue as to permanent 
improvements the defendant appealed. The facts are fully stated in 
same case, 109 N. C., 23, and in the following opinion by Justice Clark. 


112—13 — 191 


IN THE SUPREME COURT (112 
BRowNE v. Davis 


| Grandy & Aydlett for defendant. 


No counsel contra. 


Criark, J. When this case was first tried, the court below, upon the 
findings of the jury, rendered judgment in favor of the plaintiffs that 
they “recover the lands described in the pleadings, subject to a 

(228) lien for $450 (purchase-money paid by defendant), with interest, 
and also recover $175 damages found by the jury for rents during 

the detention, subject to a credit for valuable improvements placed upon 
the land by defendant, same to be ascertained by a Jury upon petition 
of defendant for betterments or permanent improvements.” From this 
judgment the plaintiffs appealed, both because the judgment made the 
purchase-money ($450) a hen, and because the judgment entertained the 
petition for betterments and directed the empaneling of a jury to assess 
the value of the same. This Court on the hearing, 109 N. C., 23 (Shep- 
herd, J.), affirmed the judgment below, but modified it as to the second 
point by saying that though the defendant was not entitled to have the 
value of the improvements assessed as betterments, strictly speaking, 
still the jury, “when they come to inquire into the plaintiffs’ damages 
on account of the use and detention of the lands will be at liberty, and 
indeed, in duty bound, to make a fair allowance out of the same for 
improvements of a permanent character and such as the plaintiffs will 
have the actual enjoyment of.” On the going down of the certificate 
the plaintiffs again insisted in the court below that an allowance for 
the permanent Improvements could not be inquired into, notwithstand- 
ing the above opinion, and although the question as to their value had 
been expressly reserved on the former trial and that fact recited in the 
judgment. This objection is based upon the language of the opinion: 
“When the jury come to inquire into plaintiffs’ damages for the deten- 
tion they should make a fair allowance out of the same for value of 
permanent improvements.” This is sticking in the bark. The language 
of the court was general, applyiig to all cases of this kind in which 
such offsets could and properly should be assessed at the same time the 
| rents are assessed. It did not mean to cut the defendant off in - 
(229) this case because the rents had been already assessed. On the 
contrary, the judgment was affirmed, and the court expressly 

held that this defendant was entitled to his allowance for the permanent 
improvements. The only modification was that such allowance should 
be made, not on a petition for betterments, but as a deduction in assess- 
ing damages for the detention of the land. In effect this was a partial 
new trial as to that issue, directing such allowance to be deducted by 
the jury in. assessing the damages. In refusing to submit the issue, 
“What damages, if any, have plaintiffs sustained?” there was error. 
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If the plaintiffs prefer it, the verdict finding $175 as value of rents may 
stand and an issue be submitted simply as to what deduction should be 
allowed therefrom by reason of the permanent improvements. 

ERRor, 


W. H. BASNIGHT v. ROBERT W. SMITH, SHERIFF. 
Tax Titles—Color of Title—Constructive Possession—Presumption. 


i. Where a patent issued for land, reserving land within its limits as “pre- 
viously granted,” possession under such patent, but outside of the land 
previously granted, is not constructive possession of the excepted land, 
nor is the patent color of title to the same. 


2. Where, in an action to compel the sheriff to make a deed to plaintiff for 
lands sold for taxes as the lands of C. H. and J. H., and bought by plain- 
tiff, former title was shown in C. H. and J. H., but no evidence was 
offered that C. H. and J. H. were the same men from whom the taxes 
were due, except that the tax list showed land listed and taxes due 
therefor from parties of the same name: Held, that the certificate of tax 
Sale issued to plaintiff as purchaser is, under section 62, chapter 137, Acts 
of 1887, and section 68, chapter 218, Acts of 1889, “presumptive evidence 
of the regularity of all prior proceedings,” and such presumption was not 
rebutted. 


Action tried before Hoke, J., and a jury, at Fall Term, 1892, (230) 
of Dare. 

The purpose of the action was to compel the Sheriff of Dare County 
to execute to plaintiff a deed for the two tracts of land set out and 
described in the complaint, and known as the Charles Horton tract and 
the Hooker tract; said land having been sold by the said sheriff for 
taxes on 5 May, 1890, and purchased by plaintiff. 

The plaintiff proved the sale by the sheriff on 5 May, 1890, for taxes 
due from Charles Horton and J. Hooker; that plaintiff bought at said 
sale and took a certificate from the sheriff for each tract, in pursuance 
of the statute, and also proved the taxes were due from said parties as 
alleged; that after the expiration of a year from date of sale the plain- 
tiff, who had paid his bid at the time of purchase, demanded of the 
sheriff deeds for the two tracts of land, and said sheriff refused and still 
refuses to execute a deed for same. 

The sheriff admitted the sale, certificate, etc., and a refusal to make 
the deed, and claimed that his refusal was rightful, because within the 
year from the sale for taxes the land had been redeemed by the Eastern 
Carolina Land and Lumber Manufacturing Company, and testified that 
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on 22 April, 1891, within the year the said company had, by its agent, 
paid to the sheriff the entire amount plaintiff bid for the land, together 
with the penalty and costs, and that he had so notified the plaintiff 
before this action was rough: and the question of plaintifi’s right to 
a deed was made to depend upon whether said company had such an 
interest in the two tracts of land described in the complaint as made the 
repayment to the sheriff a valid redemption of the land. 

To show such interest defendant introduced a grant from the State 
to John Grey Blount, dated 7 September, 1795, for 100,000 acres of 

land, described by metes and bounds, which grant contained a 
(231) reservation as follows: “Within which boundaries there hath 

been heretofore granted 22,633 acres, and 1s now surveyed and to 
be granted to Mr. George Pollock 9,600 acres, which begins at,” ete. 
_ Other deeds were introduced showing conveyance of the land to the de- 
fendant, and there was evidence to show that the above deeds in the 
outer boundaries accorded with the John Grey Blount patent, conveyed 
the same land and contained the reservations made in the Blount patent. 
There was evidence, also, showing that the Eastern Carolina Land, 
Lumber and Manufacturing Company and those under whom it claimed 
had continuously occupied lands in the Blount patent since 1873, but it 
was admitted that no portion of the lands sued for and described in the 
complaint had been so occupied or possessed. There was evidence, also, 
tending to show that the lands sued for were within the outer boundaries 
of the Blount patent. 

Plaintiff introduced grants and deeds showing title to the lands sold 
for taxes in the delinquents. 

No evidence was offered that John Hooker and Charles ie on were 
the same men from whom the taxes were due, except that the tax list 
showed land listed and taxes therefor due from parties of the same name. 

Defendant contended that the possession of the land and lumber 
company within the outer boundaries of the Blount patent, but outside 
of the two grants introduced by plaintiff, would mature the title to the 
lands embraced in said grants, under the deeds introduced by them, and 
gave them such an interest in said lands as would authorize them to 
redeem the land sold for taxes. 

The court being of opinion that such possession of defendant would 
not operate to give them any interest inside of the two grants which 

antedated the Blount patent, instructed the jury if they believed 
(232) the evidence to answer the first issue “Yes,” the second issue 

“No,” and the third issue “Yes.” Pursuant to this instruction 
the jury so responded to the issues as follows: | 

1. Did plaintiff purchase and pay for land at sale for taxes in May, 
1890, and take certificates of the sheriff therefor pursuant to the statute ? 
Mnswrere “Yes.” : 194 
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9. Was the land redeemed by the owner, occupant or any person 
having a lien or interest therein within twelve months from such sale? 
Answer: “No.” 

3. Did plaintiff demand a deed from the diene before bringing this 
suit? Answer: “Yes.” 

From the judgment in favor of the plaintiff, defendant appealed. 


Grandy & Aydlett for plaintrff. 
Bushee & Busbee for defendant. 


Crark, J. The principal point in this case is decided in Mfg. Co. v. 
Frey, ante, 158. It is there held that where a patent issued for a tract 
of land, reserving land within its limits “previously granted,” that pos- 
session under such patent, but outside of the land “previously granted,” 
was not constructive possession of the excepted land, and that the patent 
was not color of title to the land so excepted, though the burden was on 
the party claiming under the exception to show that the land in ques- 
tion came within the exception. Here that has been done. — 

The defendant in this case, however, further contends that no evidence 
was offered that John Hooker and Charles Horton were the same men 
from whom the taxes were due, except that the tax list showed land 
listed and taxes therefor due from parties of the same name. It would 
be sufficient to say that this point was not raised by exception below, 
nor by prayer for instruction, nor by issue tendered. It cannot 
be raised here for the first time. If it could be, however it (233) 
might have been formerly (Mow v. Stafford, 90 N. C., 296), by 
the present law, Acts 1887, ch. 137, sec. 62, Laws 1889, ch. 218, sec. 63, 
the certificate issued to the plaintiff as purchaser at the tax sale was 
“presumptive evidence of the regularity of all prior proceedings.” This 
presumption was not rebutted. 

No ERROR. 


Cited: Collins v. Pettitt, 124 N. C., 729. 
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THOMAS MOORE vy. JAMES T. SUGG, Tax CoLiecrTor, ETc, 


Injunction—Sale for Taxes in Arrears for Previous Y ears. 


1, The prohibition in the general Machinery Act against granting injunctions 
is applicable by its terms only to such as are levied by that particular act, 
and does not apply when the right to collect taxes in arrears has been 
revived by a statute for the benefit of a sheriff’s sureties containing no 
restrictions applicable to a particular case arising thereunder. 


2. A tax collector, under the authority of chapter 391, Acts of 1891, which 
was passed to enable the sureties of a sheriff to collect taxes in arrears 
for several years previous, levied upon for the purpose of selling a tract 
of land upon which it was claimed a former owner owed taxes. The act 
contained no provision prohibiting courts from issuing restraining orders, 
but by the first section purchasers without notice of unpaid taxes were 
relieved from the encumbrance of a lien for taxes on land bought by 
them. In a suit brought by the owner to restrain the sale, the complaint 
alleged that he had no notice that the land which he had bought at a 
foreclosure sale was encumbered by a claim for unpaid taxes; and the 
defendant, in his answer, averred that the plaintiff had actual notice 
of such encumbrance. In such case, there being a serious dispute in refer- 
ence to a very material fact, an injunction was properly granted until 
the hearing. 


(234) Action against tax collector of Greene, for an injunction to 
restrain the sale of real estate for taxes, heard before Whitaker, 
J., at Fall Term of Greenn. 

The complaint alleged that the plaintiff purchased the land subse- 
quent to 1886, and that defendant had advertised the same for sale for 
the taxes of 1881 to 1886, both inclusive, and that he had bought the 
land at a foreclosure sale without notice that the taxes were unpaid. 
The defendant averred that plaintiff had notice of the encumbrance. 

From an order granting an injunction until the final hearing. de- 
fendant appealed. 


T. C. Wooten and L. V. Morrill for plaintiff. 
George M. Lindsay for defendant. 


Avery, J. The prohibition embodied in the general act against 
granting Injunctions to prevent the collection ‘of taxes is applicable by 
its terms only to such as are levied by that particular statute. The law 
passed at the same session (Laws 1891, ch. 891) to enable the sureties 
of a former sheriff to protect themselves by the collection of taxes in 
arrears for the years from 1881 to 1886, both inclusive, contains neither 
the provision restricting the power of the courts to grant restraining 
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orders nor the clause usually inserted in such acts forbidding the col- 
lection, where the taxpayer shall make affidavit that he has paid the 
tax; but by a saving clause added to the first section, purchasers with- 
out Ge are relieved from the encumbrance of a hen for taxes upon 
land bought by them. 

The plaintiff alleges in his complaint, used as an affidavit on the 
hearing, that he had “no notice, either actual or constructive,” that the 
property was encumbered by a claim for unpaid taxes, while the 
defendant, in his answer, avers that he had actual notice. With- (235) 
out aaerae: flierelore. to the many other questions discussed 
by counsel, it appears that there is a serious dispute in reference to a 
very material fact, and, as under our practice, the answer, however 
- frank, full and fair a denial it may contain, is no longer conclusive as 
to the right to extraordinary relief, the injunction was very properly 
continued till the hearing. Blackwell v. McElwee, 94 N. C©., 425; Dur- 
ham v. R. R., 104 N. C., 261; Caldwell v. Stirewalt, 100 N. C., 201; 
Whitaker v. Hill, 96 N. C., 2. We do not think that the law, commonly 
known as the Machinery Act, was intended to apply where the right to 
collect taxes In arrears has been revived by statute, and in the absence 
of statutory restrictions applicable to his particular case any taxpayer 
may, therefore, in his own behalf only or on behalf of all others simi- 
larly situated, bring an action to enjoin the collection, if they are 
illegally levied. Swudderth v. Brittain, 76 N. C., 458; London v. Wil- 
mington, 78 IN. Ox, 109: 

It 1s not necessary now to pass upon the question, whether the filing 
of the affidavit by John Murphy on a former occasion was in the nature 
of an adjudication that the taxes were not due, nor to determine whether 
the Legislature has the power, by reviving a lien, to defeat intervening 
rights acquired while it was dormant. KR. R. v. Comrs., 82 N. C., 259. 
The facts upon which all such questions depend will be fully developed 
and the law applicable explained on the trial of the cause. It may be 
that, after a fuller investigation before the jury, some of the matters 
about which conflicting affidavits have given rise to dispute will be 
eliminated from the controversy. 

AFFIRMED. - 


Cited: S.¢., 114.N. C., 293. 


197 


IN THE SUPREME COURT — [112 


Toe Vv. R. R. 


*H. W. MOORE y. THE CAPE FEAR AND YADKIN VALLEY RAILWAY 
COMPANY anp THE NORTH STATE IMPROVEMENT COMPANY, ET At. 


Laborers Inen—Construction of Ratlroad—Assignment of Clavms— 
Enforcement. 


1. A laborer who seeks to subject a railroad company to the payment of wages 
due him by a contractor in the construction of such company’s road, as 
provided in section 1942 of The Code, must show a substantial compliance 
with the requirements of such section as to notice, ete. 


2. After complying with the requirements of section 1942 of The Code, a 
laborer can assign his claim as a debt either against his employer or the 
railroad company dealing with him under a direct agreement or as sub- 
contractor, and the assignee can sue upon such claim and other similar 
ones in one action, and recover the sum total of all such claims due for 
labor; but where, in an action by the assignee of a number of claims 
due laborers by the contractors, the complaint and exhibits failed to show 
affirmatively that each of the laborers not only claimed a specific sum, 
but had substantially complied with the statute in respect to notice, ete., 
previous to the assignment of his account: Held, that a demurrer to the 
complaint was properly sustained. © 


3. The privilege conferred by the statute (section 1942 of The Code) is re- 
stricted to laborers, and for work done for thirty days or less in con- 
structing a read, and the company can in no event be held liable for the 
payment of accounts due by the contractors for materials. 


4, Where there were intermediate contractors for the construction of a rail- 
road, and the assignee of claims due by the last of such contractors to 
laborers brought his action against the railroad company and the first 
contractor: Held, that, conceding that the plaintiff could tn no event 
recover from any but the railroad company itself, under the statute, yet 
the addition of the first contractor as a party would not be a fatal mis- 
joinder. 


AppEaL from Whitaker, J., at December Term, 1892, of Sampson. 
The action was brought by the plaintiff as assignee of various claims 
due laborers, etc., by a firm of contractors to whom the construc- 
(237) tion of a part of the Cape Fear and Yadkin Valley Railway 
Company’s road had been sublet by a subcontractor of the North 
State Improvement Company, which had the contract for the construc- 
tion of the whole road. The complaint alleged that a contract had been 
made by the Cape Fear and Yadkin Valley Railway Company with the 
North State Improvement Company for the construction of the rail- 
road between Fayetteville and Wilmington; that the said Improvement 


*MacRagz, J., did not sit on the hearing of this case. 
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Company contracted with one W. P. Fortune to grade that part of the 
road lying between Wilmington and Black River, and that Fortune sub- 
let to McDuffie and Gillis the grading of a part of the section covered 
by his (Fortune’s) contract. The complaint further alleged: 

“8, That by and under the said contract of said firm of McDuffie and 
Gillis a large part of the said grading on said Cape Fear and Yadkin 
Valley Railway bed was done, executed and finished by the said firm of 
McDuffie and Gillis, and was received and accepted by the engineer of the 
two corporations named in articles 1 and 2 of this complaint, and a 
large part of said completed work was then paid to said firm of McDuffie 
and Gillis, and a large sum was retained in the hands a said corpora- 
tions, to wit, about three thousand dollars. 

“9, That before the said money was due and pasa according to 
the terms of said several contracts hereinbefore stated, and according to 
the rules, usages, and customs of said corporations - paying for said 
grading, this plaintiff, and the others whose claims he now holds, served 
on the said corporations, the Cape Fear and Yadkin Valley Railway 
Company. and the North State Improvement Company, and on W. P. 
Fortune, a notice, in writing, which said notice informed them 
that there was due and owing to this plaintiff and others the (238) 
sum of twenty-four hundred dollars due for work and labor done 
and materials furnished in grading said part of the Cape Fear and 
Yadkin Valley Railway bed, and forbade the payment of the said sum 
‘of twenty-four hundred dollars to the said firm of McDuffie and Gillis 
until such time as plaintiff and other claims should be fully paid 
and satisfied. 

“10. That James N. Gillis and John McDuffie are wholly insolvent. 

“11, That the sum of twenty-two hundred and seventy dollars was 
assigned and transferred to this plaintiff by the laborers who did the 
grading on said part of said road between Moore’s Creek and Black 
River, a distance of fourteen miles, and is now and was at the time of 
said Peanstee due and owing for labor done and material furnished in 
grading said road, and the sum of one hundred and thirty dollars is 
~ now and was due to this plaintiff for work and labor done in grading 
and constructing said part of the Cape Fear and Yadkin Valley 
Railway. 

“12. That defendants are justly indebted to this plaintiff i in the sum 
of twenty-four hundred dollars for work and labor done in grading and 
constructing the Cape Fear and Yadkin Valley Railway between Moore’s 
Creek and Black River, a distance of fourteen miles, and no part of 
the said sum of*twenty-four hundred dollars has been paid: wherefore 
the plaintiff prays for judgment against the defendants for twenty-four 
hundred dollars, and for the costs of this action.” 
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The defendants demurred to the complaint, assigning the following 
causes of demurrer: | 

“1, That the complaint shows upon its face that there was no con- 
tract between the plaintiff and either of the defendant corporations, and 
that there was no agreement of any kind between them either express 

or implied. 
(239) “2. That the complaint ows upon its face that 1t does not 
show a cause of action against either of the defendant corpora- 
tions, but shows only a cause of action, if any exists, only against the 
firm of McDuffie and Gillis, who were such contractors of one W. P. 
Fortune. 

“3, Because it appears on the face of the complaint that the court 
has no jurisdiction of the action. 

“4, Because the complaint shows upon its face that several causes of 
action have been improperly joined. | 

“5. Because the complaint does not state facts sufficient to constitute 
a cause of action, in that while it states the amount claimed to be due 
by McDuffie and Gillis to the plaintiff as one hundred and thirty dol- 
lars, it does not state what claims were assigned to him, the names ‘of 
the parties assigning or the amounts due each, so that defendant could 
_ deny or answer each claim specifically. 

“6, Because the complaint is multifarious and indefinite.” 

The plaintiff, at a subsequent term, filed an amended complaint and 
further alleged: 

1. That by virtue of and under the several contracts set forth in 
paragraphs 4, 5, and 6 of the said original complaint, in accordance 
with said aguteacts and under the direction and guidance and instruc- 
tions of the agents, engineers and officers of said corporations, and of 
said W. P. Fortune, John McDuffie, James N. Gillis, and A. H. 
Slocumb, this plaintiff, and those who have assigned to him as herein- 
after set forth, did and performed work and labor in the grading and 
building of said Cape Fear and Yadkin Valley Railway, amounting to 
the sum of twenty-four hundred dollars, which said railway company, 
nor any other person for them, has ever paid to this plaintiff, although 
said railway has and is now using and enjoying the said railway so 

constructed by plaintiff. 
(240) 9. That there is now due and owing to plaintiff for said labor 
and materials furnished as aforesaid, from defendants the fol-. 
lowing amounts (here follows a long list of accounts assigned to plain- 
tiff, most of them small, but one for $130, another for “$275 5 and an- 
ae for $112). 
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3. That all the above amounts have been transferred and assigned to 
plaintiff, amounting to two thousand four hundred and three 7/100 
dollars, and were due and payable on 20 December, 1889. 

Wherefore plaintiff demands judgment for the said sum of twenty-. 
four hundred and three 7/100 dollars and interest, and for the costs of 
this action. 

The defendants, relying upon their former demurrer, demurred to the 
amended complaint, assigning the following causes: 

1. That the complaint shows upon its face that there is a misjoinder 
of actions. 

2. That the amended complaint shows that the court has no jurisdic- 
tion of the action, and that the action is not prosecuted in the name of 
the real party in interest. 

His Honor sustained the demurrer for the causes set out in the ‘first, 
second, third, fourth and sixth articles thereof, and dismissed the action 
as to the railroad and the improvement company, and plaintiff appealed. 


George Rountree and C. B. Aycock for plaintiff. 
George M. Rose for defendant. 


Avery, J. Where a contractor for the construction of any part of a — 
railroad becomés indebted to a laborer for his services on the work which 
the former has agreed to perform, the latter may, if he comply with 
the requirements of the statute (The Code, sec. 1942), subject the rail- 
road company to liability for labor for thirty or “a less number 
days,” provided, 1st, that such employee give notice to such com- (241) 
pany within twenty days after the performance of the labor for 
which the claim is preferred; 2d, that the notice shall be in writing 
and shall be served on an engineer, agent or superintendent in charge 
of the section of the road on which such labor was performed, personally 
or by leaving the same at his usual place of business; 3d, that said notice 
shall. set forth the time when the labor was performed, the number of 
days and the amount of the claim. This right to look beyond the con- 
tract of employment to an artificial responsibility that may be thrust 
upon the company, is a creature of the statute, and one who claims the 
benefit of 1t must, like a mechanic seeking to enforce a lien under the 
provisions of The Code, and upon the same principle, show a substan- 
tial compliance with the requirements of law. Wray v. Harris, 77 
N. C., 77; Cook v. Cobb, 101 N. C., 68. The Legislature would not, if it 
had authority to do so, arbitrarily subject corporations or individuals to 
lability for the debts of others, unless where the company or person, by 
reason of the relation sustained to the primary debtor, has the power to 
guard against incurring loss by withholding a payment due to such 
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debtor. If the claimant complies with the requirement that notice shall 
be served within twenty days after the performance of the work and 
embodies in it the specific information mentioned above, the company 
can ordinarily ascertain the precise amount of its liability for, as well as | 
to, contractors, or approximate it so closely as to be able to retain a suili- 
cient sum on settlement for its own protection. It should appear affirma- 
tively from the complaint and exhibits, not simply that each of the labor- 
ers who assigned to the plaintiff claimed:a specified sum from the com- 
pany, but that every such assignor had complied substantially with the 

statute in giving the prescribed notice previous to the assignment 
(242) of his account. Cook v. Cobb, supra. After subjecting the con- 

tracting corporation to liability by such compliance, each laborer 
can assign his claim as a debt, either against his employer or the com- 
pany dealing with him under a direct agreement or as subcontractor, and 
the assignee could unquestionably sue upon the aggregate amount so 
transferred to him by various claimants and recover the sum total of all 
such claims due for such labor, and as to which the requisite notice 
should be shown to have been given. 

The description of the claims assigned is contained in section 2 of 
the amended complaint, and is as follows: “That there is now due and 
owing for said labor and materials furnished as aforesaid from defend- 
ants the following amounts: T’o H. W. Moore, $130; to J. G. Thomas, 
$275; to W. Wills, $2.67, aggregating (including all the amounts set 
out as due to the various parties) $2,403.07. The privilege of subject- 
ing the contracting company to liability is conferred by the statute only 
upon laborers and on account of work for thirty days or less in con- 
structing a road. The plaintiff sues as assignee of more than one hundred 
and forty persons, whose accounts, in section 1 of the amended com- 
plaint, are declared upon as for work and labor done in grading and 
building the railroad, while in the very next paragraph the specific 
amounts, without distinguishing one from another, are alleged to be due 
for “labor and materials furnished.” If the plaintiff had alleged that 
the notice prescribed by the statute had been served, as required, by 
each claimant for work done, it would have been sufficient. It seems 
probable, at least, that the larger accounts, amounting to from $100 to 
$200, were not due for labor for thirty days or less, but for materials, 
and, if so, the company could in no event be held responsible for their 

payment. 
(248) We concur with the court Reb in the view that the facts set 
forth in the complaint show no cause of action against any per- 
son or corporation other than the firm of McDuffie and Gillis. 

If it be conceded that the plaintiff could not in any event recover 

against any Intermediate contractors, but only against the railroad 
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company, and upon proof of compliance by his assignors with the 
statute, the addition of the Improvement company as a defendant would 
not be a fatal misjoinder. 

For the reasons given, the judgment is 

AFFIRMED. 


Cited: Bruce v. Mining Co., 147 N. C., 644; Alexander v. Farrow, 151 
N. C., 328. | 


CLINTON LOAN ASSOCIATION anp W. A. DUNN, RECEIVER, 
_v. W. J. MERRITT ET AL. 


Assignment of Nonnegotiable Instruments—Constructive Notice— 
Payment. 


1. A bond is nonnegotiable until after endorsement, and an assignee of an 
unendorsed bond takes it subject to any equities or other defenses existing 
in favor of the maker at the time of or before notice of the assignment. 


2. It is aegeneral principle that where one has notice of an opposing claim 
he is put upon inquiry and is presumed to have notice of every fact which 
a proper inquiry would have enabled him to discover; therefore, where 
the purchasers of the equity of redemption in land, knowing that there was 
an outstanding mortgage and without making any inquiry as to the 
ownership or possession of the bonds secured by it and requiring no ex- 
cuse for their nonproduction, paid the amount of the bonds to the mort- 
gagee, who had previously assigned the bonds to plaintiff: Held, that the 
purchasers of the land were affected with constructive notice of the 
assignment of the bonds to plaintiff. 


Appeat from Whitaker, J., at December Term, 1892, of (244) 
SaMPson. 

The action was brought by W. A. Dunn, receiver of the Clinton Loan 
Association, to foreclose a mortgage made by defendant Merritt to 
A. S. C. Powell to secure three sealed notes which Powell had, without 
endorsement, deposited with the association as collateral security for 
his two unpaid notes. The mortgaged land was subsequently conveyed 
to the defendants J. A. Ferrell and T. M. Ferrell, who, by giving Powell, 
the mortgagee, credit on an old account, paid him the amount of the 
secured bonds, Powell promising to have the mortgage canceled. The 
Ferrells knew that there was an outstanding mortgage on the land, but 

had no actual notice that the bonds secured by it had been transferred 
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to the plaintiff association. At the time of the settlement with Powell 
the Ferrells did not inquire who owned or held the bonds, and required 
no explanation from Powell as to why he did not produce them. 

On the trial the plaintiffs insisted that (1) the defendants Ferrell 
were not protected under the facts by want of notice; (2) that in tak- 
ing the deed from Merritt they took merely an equity of redemption, 
and, being subsequent in time to the right of the plaintiffs, they were 
inferior in right. His Honor refused so to rule and gave judgment for 
defendants Ferrell, and plaintiffs appealed. 


R. O. Burton for plaintrffs. 
No counsel contra. 


Suepuerp, C. J. The defendant Merritt executed to A. S. C. Powell 
the bonds and mortgage described in the pleadings, and shortly there- 
after the said Powell assigned the bonds, without endorsement, to the 
plaintiff. The plaintiff took them subject to any equities or other de- 

fenses existing at the time of or before notice of the assignment 
(245) (Spence v. Tapscott, 93 N. C., 246; The Code, sec. 177), and, 

therefore, if, after such assignment and before such notice, the 
mortgagor or the defendants J. A. and T. M. Ferrell (who had pur- 
chased the equity of redemption) made a payment to Powel# of five 
hundred dollars on the said indebtedness, he or they will be entitled, as 
against the plaintiff, to have it applied as a credit on the said mortgage. 

The plaintiff argues that neither party acquired any legal interest; 
and that the payment consisting simply of the crediting of an account 
due the Ferrells by Powell, their equities are equal, and this being so the 
case should be decided for the plaintiff upon the principle embodied in 
the maxim gui prior est in tempore. potion est jure. While the principle 
may possibly apply, we prefer to rest our decision upon anbdther ground, 
and this is that in making the alleged payment the defendants were 
guilty of such gross negligence as amounts to constructive notice of the 
assignment of the bonds to the plaintiff. Of course there can be no 
question that if the mortgagor or any one claiming under him makes a 
payment with such notice, “he does it in his own wrong and must suffer 
the loss.” 1 Jones Mort., 817. | 

About a year after the assignment of the bonds the mortgagor sold the 
land to the Ferrells, and the latter claim that they paid off the mortgage 
indebtedness by crediting an account which they held against the mort- 
gagee, with five hundred dollars, as above stated. At the time of the 
transaction the said Ferrells had actual knowledge of the existence of 
the bonds and mortgage, but they made no inquiry as to who had pos- 
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session of them, nor did they require that they should be produced or 
the mortgage aaeeed _ They seem to have relied entirely upon the eer 
promise of Powell to surrender them to Merritt. 

It is a general principle that where one has notice of an op- (246) 
posing claim he is put upon inquiry, and is presumed to have 
notice of every fact which a proper inquiry would have enabled him to 
discover. Bunting v. Rix, 22 N. C., 180; Bryan v. Hodges, 107 N. C., 
492. The rule as applicable to this case is happily stated by Vice-Chan- 
cellor Wigram in Jones v. Smith, 1 Hare, 43, where he places within 
the principle of constructive notice “cases in which the party charged 
has had actual notice that the property in dispute was in fact charged, 
encumbered or in some way affected, and the court has, therefore, bound 
him with constructive notice of facts and instruments, to the knowledge 
of which he would have been led by an inquiry after (2. e., concerning) 
the charge, encumbrance, or other circumstances affecting the property 
of which he had actual notice.” Illustrations of this doctrine may be | 
found in English Chancery decisions concerning priorities in cases of 
equitable mortgages, where a failure to inquire for the production of 
important title deeds is held to be constructive notice, postponing a 
mortgagee to the claims of another with whom such deeds have been 
deposited as security. LeNeve v. LeNeve, White & Tudor L. C., note. 

In this country we have very high authority in favor of its appli- 
cation to cases like the present. In 1 Jones Mortgages, 820, it is laid 
down that under such circumstances “the mortgagor is bound to take 
notice of such an assignment upon the discharge of his debt, because 
proper diligence on his part (or of one who has purchased his equity of 
redemption) demands that he should require the production of the 
notes before paying.” 

In Kellogg v. Smith, 26 N. Y., 18, it is held that the purchasers of a 
bond and mortgage, who failed to require the production of the bond, 
are chargeable with notice of any defect in the assignee’s title thereto. 
Gould, J., said: “The truth is, they saw fit to trust to Bedell’s 
word that he owned and possessed the bond (with its collateral (247) 
security), and upon that trust they paid him for the bond and 
took a written assignment of it. . . . They must abide the con- 
sequences of not taking the proper precaution of requiring the produc- 
tion and delivery of the bond.” 

In Reeves v. Hayes, 95 Ind., 527, it is said that where notice of the 
assignment of the debt and mortgage cannot be given by registry, “then — 
one who takes an interest In mortgaged property must ascertain that the 
person assuming to release the mortgage is the holder of the notes which 
it secures. It is unquestionably the law that where notice of title can- 
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not be given by record, the person seeking to secure rights must ascer- 
tain who is the owner of the mortgage, by tracing the notes to the hands 
of the assignees.” | 

The foregoing authorities go much farther than is necessary to 
sustain the plaintiffs’ contention, and indeed are in advance of some of 
the decisions in England and America, which do not require the produc- 
tion of the instruments, but only that an inquiry be made and a plaus- 
ible excuse be given for their absence. Some of the cases are evidently 
influenced by the existence of statutory provisions for the registration 
of assignments of mortgages, the courts requiring a slighter degree of 
diligence where such laws obtain than is sanctioned elsewhere. 

With a due appreciation of the importance of guarding the doctrine 
of constructive notice so that it may be kept within proper limits, we 
must conclude that, taking either of the views we have presented, the 
Ferrells were affected with constructive notice, as they made no inquiry 
whatever as to the ownership or possession of the bonds, nor was any 
- excuse given for their nonproduction. 

We are of the opinion that there should be a 
NEW TRIAL. 


Cited: Wynn v. Grant, 166 N. C., 46, 52. 


(248) 


D. W. BAIN, Stare TREASURER, vy. CLINTON LOAN ASSOCIATION ET At. 


Joint Stock Association—Rights and Liabilities of Members—Insolvent 
Corporation—Unpaid Subscriptions. 


1. An association of persons doing business as a joint stock company, having 
no charter either by special act of the General Assembly, or under the 
general law, and hence having no corporate existence, is a partnership, 
and suit may be brought by each creditor against any or all of the mem- 
bers or partners; and where such association becomes insolvent its mem- 
bers or stockholders, who are creditors are not entitled to any dividend on 
their debts until the other creditors shall be paid in full. 


2, Where a joint stock (unincorporated) association is succeeded by an in- 
corporated company, whose stockholders are the members of the joint 
stock association and pay their subscriptions to the stock of the new, 
not in cash, but in stock of the old concern, they are debtors to the full 

amount subscribed by them, and if they are also creditors of the corpora- 
tion and it becomes insolvent, they cannot share in any part of the assets 
until their liability has been paid in full. In such case, the receiver 
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should retain all dividends on debts due to stockholders thus indebted to 
the corporation until he is ready to make a final settlement with all 
the creditors. 


Action brought in the Superior Court of Waxez by the State Treas- 
urer against the defendant, the Clinton Loan Association, for the ap- 
pointment of a recelver and the winding up of its business. W. A. 
Dunn was appointed receiver, and, in the course of liquidating the 
company’s affairs, petitioned the court for instructions as to payment 
of dividends, his petition being, in: substance, as follows: 

That in 1887 divers persons in Sampson County and elsewhere or- 
ganized an association, or unincorporated joint stock company, called 
“The Clinton Loan Association,” under articles of agreement or consti- 
tution, and for several years continued to do a banking business in the 
town of Clinton; that a corporation called “The Clinton Loan 
Association” was chartered by the General Assembly at its session (249) 
of 1891, ch. 57, and on 18 March, 1891, its corporators organized 
and accepted said charter, and continued to do a banking business till 
the beginning of this action; that it was the desire of nearly all of the 
stockholders of the old joint stock company to procure a charter, and 
upon its granting by the General Assembly, and at the time of organiz- 
ing thereunder, a meeting of the corporators was held and a resolution 
adopted that all subscribers to stock in the new concern should be al- 
lowed to pay for their stock by the stock of the old joint stock company ; 
about $42,000 (out of $50,000) of the old stock was thus transferred to 
the new concern in payment for stock; the residue of the old stockholders 
did not subscribe to the stock of the new concern; said stock was then 
worthless; that the said joint stock company, before closing business, 
duly executed a deed of assignment to the corporation, conveying all its 
property of every description to said corporation in trust, first, for the 
payment of all depositors, time and call, then any unpaid dividends of 
said company, and the residue to the stockholders thereof; that the said 
corporation proceeded to administer the assets of said joint stock com- 
pany, or association, and paid out in cash to holders of claims against 
said association about as much as it collected; but in many instances the 
creditors of the old concern surrendered their evidences of debt or claims 
against the old concern, and accepted in lieu thereof certificates of in- 
debtedness of the new concern; so that now the new concern has its 
paper outstanding to the amount of between $38,000 and $40,000 in 
excess of its collections from the assets of the old concern; that the 
petitioner has made collections on both the assets of the old and the new 
concern; that some of the stockholders of the old concern were 
depositors therein, and it is still indebted unto them on account’ (250) 


112—14 | . 207 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [112 
BAIN v. LOAN ASSOCLATION 


of the same; that some of the stockholders of the corporation. were 
depositors therein, and it is still indebted unto them on account thereof ; 
that your petitioner was. appointed receiver in this action on or about 
22 December, 1891, by the judge of the Superior Court, under proceed- 
ings instituted by the State Treasurer; by virtue thereof the receiver 
took charge of all the assets of the old and new concern, and has made 
considerable collections, and will very shortly proceed to make a distri- 
bution among the creditors. To enable him to do so with safety and 
fairness he desires the advice and direction of the court upon the follow- 
ing questions: | 

1, Are the new and the old concern to be treated as separate, or one 
and the same? 

2. Is the corporation entitled to retain from the assets of the old 
concern the amount of its outstanding paper, which was issued in lieu 
of the paper of the old concern, before any payments are made to the 
other creditors of the old concern ? 

3. Are the stockholders of the old concern, who are also creditors 
thereof, entitled to any dividend on their debts till the other creditors 
are paid in full? 

4, Are the stockholders of the new concern, who are also creditors 
thereof, entitled to any dividend on their debts till the other creditors 
are paid in full? 

_ Bryan, J., rendered the following judgment: 
“The court doth order and adjudge as follows, and advise the receiver 
to pay out upon the following principles: 
“Answer to question first: Separate and distinct. 
(251) “Answer to question second: The corporation is entitled to 
stand in the shoes of the creditors of the old concern, whose paper 
it took up, and may share pro rata in the assets of the old concern to 
that extent. 

“Answer to question third: Yes, but the receiver will pay to the credi- 
tors who have heretofore obtained judgments against any of the stock- 
holders of the old concern, who are or shall be entitled to dividends as 
creditors of the old concern, such portions of such dividends as may be 
equal to the pro rata share of the respective liabilities of such stock- 
holders upon such judgments, calculated upon the basis of the amount 
of the stock held by each of them in the old concern, and any surplus 
over and above such PTO rata share will be paid over to the said stock- 
holders respectively.” 

The answer to the fourth question, though not appearing in the tran- 
script, was stated in the argument to have been “Yes.” 

From this order the receiver and the creditors of the old and of the 
new concern appealed. 
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Robert O. Burton for Recewer Dunn. 
No counsel contra. 


Burwett, J. The counsel for the appellant concedes in this Court 
that the answers of his Honor to the first and second questions pro- 
pounded by the receiver are correct, but contends that his answers to 
the third and fourth questions are not in accord with the rights of the 
creditors of the two concerns, the joint stock company and the defendant 
corporation. 

It is necessary first to determine in what relation the members of the 
first Clinton Loan Association (the joint stock company) stand aware 
the creditors of that concern. 

Each member is liable to each creditor for the full amount of (252) 
his claim. This is so because that association was a partnership, 
and suit may be brought by each creditor against any or all of the 
partners. The Code, sees. 187 and 222. We speak now of the lability 
of the members to the creditors, and not of the liability of the members 
inter sese. It was not a corporation. There was no special charter from 
the General Assembly making it an artificial person capable of con- 
tracting. Its members had not complied with the provision of the 
general law (The Code, ch. 16, and acts amending it) so as thus to 
acquire for their association this artificial corporate existence, and, 
indeed, they seem to have been engaged in a business (banking) which 
pera cd them from availing themselves of ‘the provisions of the general 
law, and becoming a corporation of an incorporated stock company. 
The Code, secs. 677, 684. My. Beach, in his work on private corpora- 
tions, section, 167, says: “A joint stock company may be defined to be a 
_ partnership whereof the capital is divided into shares which are trans- 

ferable without the express consent of all the copartners. Its articles of 
association have the same relation to it that the charter has to an incor- 
porated company, regulating the duties of the officers and the duties and 
obligations of the members among themselves. At common law they 
have none of the rights and immunities of regularly incorporated com- 
panies, being nothing more than partnerships, and every member of 
the company is liable for the debts of the concern, no matter what the 
private arrangement among themselves may be.” All the authorities 
seem to be to the same effect. We have in this State no statutes regulat- 
ing the law of such companies, such as are in force in England and in 
New York, and in some other States. 

Such being the relation of “the stockholders of the old concern, who 
are also creditors thereof” to the other creditors, we conclude that the 
proper answer to the third question is “No,” for they are mem- 
bers of a bankrupt firm, and a partner is not allowed to prove (253) 
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"against a bankrupt estate of the firm for an amount owed him by the 
firm in competition with joint creditors, for he is their debtor. 2 Bates 
on Partnership, sec. 836. 

We think that the fourth question of the receiver should also be 
answered, *‘No.” 

Lhe “new concern” is a corporation. None of its stockholders have 
paid any part of their subscriptions for stock. Foundry Co. v. Killian, 
99 N. C., 501. They are debtors to the full amount subscribed by them, 
and cannot be allowed to appropriate any part of the fund belonging to 
the other creditors till their liability has been paid. The receiver should 
retain all dividends on debts due to stockholders thus indebted to the 
corporation until he is ready to make a final settlement with all the 
creditors. The receiver will pay the costs out of the funds in his hands. 

JUDGMENT MODIFIED. 


Cited: Hanstein v. Johnson, post, 257; Faison v. Stewart, post, 333; 
Dunn v. Johnson, 115 N. C., 256; Lacy v. Loan Association, 182 N. C., 
132; Gilmore v. Smathers, 167 N. C., 444; Wood v. Staton, 174 N. C., 
254, | 


(254) | 
M. HANSTEIN y. A. F. JOHNSON er AL, 


Joint Stock Associations—Partnership—liability of Partners. 


1. Individuals associated in business and claiming to be a corporation and 
exempt from individual liability for its contracts, in order to shield them- 
selves from such liability, must be able to show that the corporation 
exists by virtue of a charter granted by the General Assembly or under 
the general law; when no charter exists such association is a partnership. 


2. Sections 1 and 3 of Article VIII of the Constitution do not create joint 
stock associations, but are directions to the General Assembly not to 
grant special charters to corporations (which word, by force of Section 3, 
includes joint stock associations), except where the object cannot be 
attained under the general law. 


3. Members of a partnership are jointly and severally bound for all its debts; 
and because of the joint liability the creditor and each partner has a 
right to demand that the joint property shall be applied to the joint 
debts; and because of the several liability, a creditor may, at will, sue any 
one or more of the partners. 


4, The fact that the assets of a partnership are not sufficient to pay the part- 
nership debts, or that a receiver has charge of the assets, or that, there 
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being many creditors, a multiplicity of suits may ensue, cannot deprive a 
creditor of his right to enforce his claim against any one, or several, or 
all of the partners. 


Action tried at May Term, 1892, of Sampson, before Winston, J., 
upon a case agreed, as follows: | 

1. That on or about the......day of oo... , 1873, and since that 
time, the defendants above named became members of the Clinton Loan 
Association under articles of agreement, which said association at the 
time hereinafter mentioned was unincorporated and did a general bank- 
ing business 1n the town of Clinton. 

2. That in February, 1891, and prior thereto, and now, the persons 
named in the second defense of the answer of A, F. Johnson and others 
were also members and shareholders of said association. 

3. That at the times mentioned in the complaint the plaintiff, M. 
Hanstein, deposited with said association the amounts of money therein 
set out, and took certificates of deposit therefor, by which said asso- 
ciation promised to pay the plaintiff the said amounts so deposited, 
with six per cent interest on the same from the date of deposit, after 
a notice of thirty days, amounting in all to the sum of $5,099.50, as is 
fully set out in the second article of the complaint. 

4, That on 7 December, 1891, the plaintiff demanded payment of 
said sums of money of said association, and gave notice that payment 
thereof was required. 

5. That on 22 December, 1891, a receiver was duly appointed (255) 
in an action duly instituted in the Superior Court of Wake 
County, wherein the State of North Carolina and Donald W. Bain, 
Treasurer of said State, are plaintiffs, and the said association is defend- 
ant, for the purpose of winding up and settling the affairs of said asso- 
ciation In accordance with the provisions of chapter 155, Laws 1891, 
to take charge of the assets of said association upon the ground that the 
same was insolvent. 

6. That said receiver of said association has now in his possession 
the assets of said association to a large amount, the exact value of which 
is not now ascertainable and which have not been administered. 

7. That prior to the institution of this action the plaintiff obtained 
an order from Hon. H. G. Connor, then holding the courts of the 
Fourth Judicial District, for permission to institute this action and to 
prosecute the same to judgment. The petition on which said order was 
granted and said order are made a part of these facts. 

8. That the plaintiff does not seek to interfere with the possession of 
said receiver, but to establish his debt and to obtain a lien upon the 
individual property of the members of said association. 
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9, That some of the members of said association, now reputed to be 
men of wealth and large means, to wit, O. P. White, James Moore and 
James Stevens, have within the last ninety days executed conveyances 
by which large parts of their estates have been disposed of. 

10. That seid receiver has instituted no action against the defendants 
upon the certificates set out in the complaint. 

11. That said association is insolvent, owing about $100,000 to a great 
number of creditors in varying amounts, and that twelve of such credi- 
tors have already brought separate suits against these defendants, or 

some of them, to enforce an alleged individual liability, and a 
(256) good many other creditors of said association are threatening to 

bring similar separate suits against these defendants, or some of 
them, in the Superior Court, and in the courts of justices of the peace 
in Sampson, to enforce such individual liability. 

Upon consideration of the foregoing facts, the court gave judgment 
in favor of the plaintiff and against the defendants. 

‘From which judgment the defendants appealed to the Supreme Court 
upon the following grounds: 

1. That-his Honor erred in holding that all the shareholders in said 
association are not proper and necessary parties to this action, but that 
the plaintiff can maintain the same against a part of said ahanonolders. 
2. That his Honor erred in holding that the defendants were indi- 
vidually and primarily lable to the payment of the plaintifi’s debt 
and that such liability can be enforced in this action and need not be 
sought in the action in which said receiver was appointed, or in an 
action brought by said receiver on behalf of all the creditors of said 
association against all the stockholders of said association. 

3. That his Honor erred in holding that the defendants were pri- 
marily and individually lable to the payment of plaintiff’s debt and 
not secondary to the primary liability of said association, and that it 
was not. necessary to first exhaust the assets of said association before 
subjecting the individual shareholders to the payment thereof. 

4, That his Honor erred in holding, wnder the facts and circumstances 
of this case, that a single creditor of said association could maintain 
his action against a part of said shareholders, and that such defendant 
or defendants could not set up as a defense the fact that said association 
was insolvent; that its debts consisted of a great number in varying 
amounts to different creditors, aggregating about $100,000, and that 
all said creditors had brought, or were threatening to bring, separate 

actions in the Superior Court and in the courts of justices of 
(257) the peace. 
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Allen & Dortch and Aycock & Daniels for plaintcff. 
George Rountree for defendants. 


Burwetz, J. In Bain v. Loan Assn., ante, 248, we have decided that 
the association of that name, and of which the defendants were mem- 
bers, was,a partnership, and that, since in this State all contracts are 
several: each member was liable to each creditor for the whole amount 
of his diate: 

In addition to what is ne in the opinion filed in that case upon this 
subject, it may be remarked that individuals associated together in a 
business and claiming to be a corporation and exempt from individual 
liability for the contracts of the association, in order to shield themselves 
from such liability, must be able to show that this legal entity exists by 
virtue of some special or general act of a legislative body capable of 
chartering—giving life to—a corporation. The defendants show no 
such charter. No special act had conferred on their association corpo- 
- rate existence, and they had not complied or attempted to comply with 
the terms of the general law (The Code, ch. 16) so as to acquire such 
existence through its provisions. Indeed, the business in which they 
were engaged (a general banking business) was such as to preclude them 
from availing themselves of the facilities of that law for creating and 
organizing a corporation. Banking and insurance companies cannot 
become corporations in this State except by special act of the General 
Assembly, being excepted from the provisions of ue general law. The 
Code, sec. 677. | 

It was contended by defendants’ counsel that Saal as their (258) 
association was a joint stock company it was an incorporated 
joint stock company, or a corporation by virtue of sections 1 and 3 of 
Article VIII of the Constitution of the State. These sections of the 
organic law are not intended to create corporate existences, but are_ 
directions to the Legislature not to grant special charters to corporations 
(which word by force of section 3 includes joint stock companies) except 
in cases where, in the judgment of the Legislature, the object of the 
corporation cannot be attained under general laws. Chapter 16 of The 
Code, and the acts amendatory thereof, have been adopted in compliance 
with the mandates of this article. The General Assembly has not seen 
fit to provide for the organization and incorporation of “Joint stock 
companies” as has been done in England and also in New York, the 
Constitution of which State is in this respect the same as ours. 

When we have determined that the claim of the plaintiff is against 
a copartnership, of which the defendants were members, we have vir- 
tually overruled all their exceptions to the judgment from which they 
have appealed. They are jointly bound to him, and, because of this 
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joint liability, the plaintiff and each partner has a right to demand that 
the joint property shall be applied to the satisfaction of the joint la- 
bilities. But they are severally bound to him also, under the statutes of 
this State, in which all contracts are joint and several, and the plaintiff 
may sue any one or more of the partners as he wills. The Code, secs. 
187, 222. Nor does the fact that the partnership is insolvent, that is, 
that the joint property is not sufficient to pay the joint or partnership 
debts, or the fact that a receiver has charge of the partnership assets, 
no matter at whose instance, deprive the creditor of that right. Nor 

can he be stayed in his efforts to secure the money that is due 
(259) him because of the fact that there are a great many creditors in 

like condition with himself, and that there will, therefore, be a 
multiplicity of suits. "The law favors, not hinders, the diligent. A 
court will sometimes interpose to prevent a multiplicity of suits, but the 
facts set out in this case do not at all warrant any such interposition. 

AFFIRMED. 


Cited: Faison v. Stewart, post, 333; Dunn v. Johnson, 115 N. C., 
256; Daneel v. Bethell, 167 N. C., 219; Wood v. Staton, 174 N. C., 254. 


HENRY HUTAFF vy. ADRIAN & VOLLERS. 


Injunction—Remedy at Law—Statute of Limitations—Sale Under 
| | Power. 


Where 2 mortgagor in possession has a full defense to an action for ejectment 
when brought by a purchaser at a sale under a mortgage barred by the 
statute of limitations, the Court will not interfere by injunction to pre- 
vent a sale threatened by the mortgagee. It would be otherwise if there 
were a contest as to the amount due under the mortgage. 


Morton to dissolve an injunction, heard before Connor, J., at January 
Term, 1893, of New Hanover. _ 

The complaint, used as an affidavit upon which the order has been 
granted, alleged that the plaintiff, in March, 1871, in order to secure 
his promissory note to defendants, due 1 April, 1872, executed to them 
a mortgage upon certain land in Wilmington, with the usual power of 
sale in case of default in the payment of the note; that no payment has 
ever been made on the note and mortgage, which became barred by the 
statute of limitations on 1 April, 1882, and no action has ever been 
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brought on the same by the. defendants; that the plaintiff has (260) 
been in actual possession of the land ever since the execution of 
the mortgage; that defendants have advertised the land for sale on 
2 February, 1893, and plaintiff prays that they be perpetually enjoined 
from selling, ete. 

From the order dissolving the injunction, plaintiff appealed. 


H. 8. Martin for defendants. 
No counsel contra. 


CrarK, J. Upon the allegations in the complaint taken as true the 
defendants’ bond and mortgage are alike barred by the statute of limi- 
tations. The Code, sec. 152 (2) and (3). A sale under such mortgage 
would carry to the purchaser no title. The plaintiff mortgagor, being 
in possession, has a full defense to an action for ejectment when brought 
by the purchaser. Capehart v. Biggs, T7 N. C., 261; Fou v. Kline, 85 
N. C., 173. The Court will, therefore, not interpose by injunction 
merely to prevent a cloud upon the title. Southerland v. Harper, 83 

N. C., 200; Browning v. Lavender, 104 N. C., 69. 

‘Tt would be otherwise if the contest was as to the amount due under 
the mortgage (whether any balance is due at all, or how much), since 
then, if any balance is due, the purchaser at the mortgage sale will get 
a good title, and it might put the plaintiff mortgagor to a serious dis- 
advantage if there were a sale before the amount due is determined. 
Purnell v. Vaughan, 77 N. C., 268; Capehart v. Biggs, supra; Pritch- 
ard v. Sanderson, 84 N. C., 299; Harrison v. Bray, 92 N. C., 488; 
Gooch v. Vaughan, vb., 610. | 
AFFIRMED. 


Cited: Fleming v. Barden, 127 N. C., 217; Smith v. Parker, 131 
N. C., 471; Menzel v. Hinton, 182 N. C., 661, 667; Miller v. Coxe, 
133 N. C., 582. 


(261) 
QUINCY SAWYER et at. v. JOHN 8S. NORTHAN ET AL. 


Purchase for Minor, Validity of-—Agency—Mortgage for Purchase- 
money. — 


1. An alleged contract of purchase made by a minor (whose infancy is undis- 
closed) or by one pretending to act as his agent, under an agreement to 
mortgage the land back to secure the purchase-money, is a nullity. 
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2, Where, in an action to recover the possession of land, it appeared that C., 
intending, but not disclosing his purpose, to act as agent for his minor 
son, C., Jy., purchased the land from F., the defendant’s grantor, under an 
agreement to reconvey the land by way of mortgage to secure the pur- 

- chase-money, and F., supposing that he was dealing with C., executed the 
deed to him and C. caused the abbreviation “Jr.” to be added after his 
own name and had the deed so recorded, at the same time executing notes 
and mortgage in his own name to F., to secure the purchase-money: Held, 
that a conveyance by “C., Jr.,” or his heirs to plaintiff, who had knowl- 
edge of all the facts, did not divest F.’s title to the lands. 


Action for the recovery of land, tried before Bryan, J., and a jury, 
at Spring Term, 1891, of Hype. 

During the pendency of the action George Credle acquired from the 
plaintiff Sawyer his interest in the land with knowledge of the pendency 
of the action and of the equities set up by the defendants, and before 
the trial was substituted as plaintiff in place of Sawyer. 

The plaintiff claimed title under deeds from the heirs of Thomas F. 
Oredle, Jr., who died during infancy, and a deed from O. C. Farrar to 
said Credle, Jr. He also offered in evidence a mortgage executed by 
Thomas F. Credle to O. C. Farrar covering the locus, and dated ...... 

July, 1872, and duly recorded. 
(262) The defendant claimed under a deed made to him by O. C. 

Farrar and wife in January, 1879, reciting a sale of the land 
under the mortgage by T. F. Credle to said Farrar; which mortgage, 
as the answer alleged, was made contemporaneously with the deed from 
Farrar to Credle, Jr., to secure the purchase-money notes for $600. The 
answer ‘alleged that during these transactions the said Thomas F. 
Credle, Jr., was an infant and died before attaining his majority, and 
that the said O. C. Farrar was ignorant of the fact that he was dealing 
with an infant, but on the contrary believed that he was dealing with 
an adult capable of contracting; that at the time of his purchase, and 
the payment by him of the purchase-money to the said O. C. Farrar, 
the defendant was ignorant of the fact that the mortgage under which 
he purchased was executed by an infant, and, on the contrary, supposed 
it to have been executed by the father-of the said Thomas F. Credle, Jr., 
who bore exactly the same name, and in whom he supposed the title 
was. he more so that in signing the mortgage, the addition of “Jr.” 
was omitted. That upon the death of the said Thomas F. Credle, Jr., 
his real and personal estate descended and came to his two sisters, and 
a brother since dead, and the plaintiff purchased by deed from the 
two sisters, dated ........ GAY OL Geedssachiveent , 1880, and had full notice of 
all the facts hereinbefore set forth, previous to his said purchase. 

George Credle testified: “I am the present plaintiff, and I acquired 
my interest since the institution of this action. I had personal knowl- 
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edge of the pendency of this action. I had knowledge of the equities 
set up by the defendant, and I had that knowledge at the time of my 
purchase.” 

W. H. Wahab testified: “I sold the land under mortgage from Credle 
to Farrar, as agent for Farrar, to a man named Sadler, he being the 
highest bidder. Sadler transferred his bid to defendant, John S. 
_ Northan. I was not acquainted with the facts in this case until 
after suit was brought. The lands are the same that were con- (263) 
veyed by O. C. Farrar to Thomas F. Credle, Jr.” The mortgage 
notes were shown to the witness, and he states “that these were the notes 
secured by the mortgage under which I sold as agent of Farrar.” | 

It was admitted that Thomas F. Credle, Jr., was an infant in 1872, 
and died during his infancy. | 

The defendants offered the following evidence: 

Deposition of O- C. Farrar admitted by consent, which is as follows, 
to wit: “Soon after the close of the late war I purchased the lands 
described in the complaint of Thomas F. Credle, then a man of fifty 
years of age or thereabouts; in 1872 this same Thomas F. Credle applied 
to me in person to resell him the land, which I did. I made the deed 
in the manner suggested by said Credle, and took what I supposed to 
be a mortgage from the said Credle, to whom I had sold. I did not 
then know that there was a Thomas F, Credle, Jr.; I never saw Thomas © 
F’. Credle, Jr., so far as I am aware of, and [ ae had any trans- 
actions with any minor of that name, and J never knew that Thomas F. 
Credle had a son of that name until the institution of this action, and 
believed that I was selling to and taking a mortgage from Thomas F. 
Credle, who had formerly owned the land.” 

The defendant, John S. Northan, testified: “I am one of the defend- 
ants; I bought the land under the mortgage; I was not present when | 
the mortgage was signed; I have seen the mortgage and sent it to O. C. 
Farrar; 1t was signed Thomas F. Credle; I took possession of the land 
at the time I purchased it, and have been since that time in possession.” 

George Q. Credle testified: “I was a witness to the mortgage from 
‘Thomas F. Credle to O. C. Farrar; there were two Thomas F. Credles; 
Thomas F. Credle, Sr., signed the mortgage; the notes secured | 
by the mortgage were signed by Thomas F. Credle, Sr.; I know (264) 
his pane w erg I know when the deed was made to Thomas F. 
Credle, Jr.; he was then about twelve years old; he died when he was 
about fifteen years old.” 

Upon cross-examination witness stated: “I think the deed and the 
mortgage were made at the same time; O. C. Farrar did not live in Hyde 
County; Thomas F. Credle, Sr., and his son, Thomas F. Credle, lived 
in Hyde County; I am pretty sure that Farrar knew that Credle had a 
boy, Thomas F. Credle, Jr.” 917 
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The issues submitted to the jury and the responses thereto were as 
follows: 


1. Did the present plaintiff, Credle, have notice before his purchase 
of the fact set forth in the answer? “Yes.” 

2, Did the original plaintiff, Sawyer, have holies of defendant’s 
equities before he purchased the lands in dispute? “Yes.” 

3. Did W. H. Wahab have notice of defendant’s equities before he 
acquired his interest? “Yes.” 

4, Were the sale of the land to T. Fr Credle, Jr., and the mortgage 
given to secure the purchase-money contemporaneous acts? “Yes,” 

5. Did O. C. Farrar know at the time of the execution of the deed 
to T. F. Credle, Jr., and the execution of the mortgage to secure the 
purchase- money, that he was contracting and dealing with an infant? 
“NO. 3) 

6. Was the mortgage under which the land was eid signed and exe- 
cuted by Thomas F. Credle, Jr.? “No.” 

7. Did O.°C. Farrar at the time of the making of the deed to Thomas 
F. Credle, Jy., know that said Thomas F. Credle, Jr., was an infant? 

“No.” 
(265) 8. Did Thomas F. Credle, Jr., authorize Thomas F. Credle to 
sign said mortgage for him? “No.” 

Upon the findings of the jury the plaintiff moved for judgment that 
he be declared the owner of the land and for possession, which was 
refused. 


Defendant moved: 

1. That the court should render judgment upon the said findings, 
declaring that the plaintiff was not the owner of the land or entitled 
to recover possession thereof. 

2. That upon said finding the court should render judgment declar- 
ing that John S. Northan was subrogated to the rights of O. OC. Farrar 
to the full extent of the mortgage debt, with interest thereon as speci- 
fied in the mortgage, and declare the same a lien upon the land. 

3. That the court should render judgment in favor of John S. 
Northan for the sum of $300, with interest from July, 1879, and declare 
the same a first lien upon the land, and render judgment in favor of 
O. C. Farrar for the balance of the original purchase-money, with inter- 
est according to the notes and mortgage, and declare same a second lien 
upon the land. 

4. That the court should render judgment in favor of John 8. 
Northan for the sum of $300 purchase-money paid by him, with inter- 
est on the same from January, 1879, and declare the same a lien upon 
the said land. 218 
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The court rendered its judgment as follows: 

1, That the plaintiff Credle is not entitled to recover the land de- 
scribed in the complaint without first paying the purchase-money set. 
forth in the deed dated 15 January, 1879, to wit, the sum of $300. 

2. That the said sum of $300 is a charge upon the land described in 
the complaint. 

3. That the said Oredle is entitled to the possession of said (266) 
lands upon the payment of the amount herein declared as a lien 
thereon. 

4, That if the said Credle fails to pay to the defendant Northan the 
said sum of $300 within ninety days after the expiration of the present 
term of this court, then the commissioner hereinafter appointed is 
directed to sell said land at the courthouse door in Swan Quarter for 
cash, after giving thirty days’ notice of such sale, and execute title to 
the purchaser, and out of the proceeds of such sale pay to the defendant 
Northan the said sum of $300. 

5. That defendant recover costs, etc. 

From. the judgment the pines and defendants appealed. 


J. H. Small and W. B. Rodman for plaintiffs. 
CO. F. Warren for defendants, 


Crark, J. The transaction, in the light most favorable to the plain- 
tiff, and leaving out of view all circumstances tending to prove fraud, 
is that Thomas F. Credle, intending to act as agent for his son, Thomas 
F. Credle, Jr., bought the lands of O. C. Farrar with an agreement to 
mortgage the same for the purchase-money; that his son was a minor, 
twelve years of age, and hence incapable of appointing an agent; that © 
the minority of the son was not made known to Farrar, who supposed, 
indeed, that he was conveying to Thomas F. Credle, from whom he had 
originally bought the land; that said Thomas F. Credle, after receiving 
the deed in which he caused the abbreviation “Jr.” to be written after 
the name of Thomas F. Credle, as the grantee named therein, did exe- 
cute a mortgage on the land covered by the deed and mortgage notes 
for the full amount of the ra all of which he oar in 
his own name. 

The jury find that the purchase and the mortgage back were (267) 
contemporaneous acts, and, of course, parts of the same trans- 
action. The mortgage ald have no validity because executed by one 
to whom the land had not been conveyed. But the deed was equally 
invalid and conveyed no title because it was merely a part of a trans- 
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action, which whole transaction was of no effect since Thomas F. Credle 
(assuming his good faith) had no authority, and could have none, to 
enter into such contract as agent for a minor. 

Tt is true land can be conveyed to a minor, but when an alleged con- 
tract of purchase 1s made by a minor (whose infancy is undisclosed) 
under an agreement to mortgage the land back to secure the purchase- 
money, the whole transaction is a nullity since he cannot execute the 
mortgage and there is no contract. One attempting to act as agent for 
him is in no better condition, for the minor could neither appoint an 
agent nor empower him to make a mortgage which he could not make 
himself. The conveyance is also a nullity, because the conveyance back 
by the grantee by way of mortgage, which was a part of the contract, 
and the basis upon which it was made, was never executed. If the deed 
by Farrar had conveyed any title, there being a failure by the grantee 
to give a valid mortgage as agreed, Farrar retained the equitable title 
or real title, smce he could call for a reconveyance. 

In Bunting v. Jones, 78 N. C., 242, where there was a conveyance of 
land and a contemporaneous agreement for a mortgage back to secure 
the purchase-money, but the purchaser’s wife refused to join in the 
mortgage, it was held that no title vested in the grantee, and his wife 
acquired no dower or homestead rights. In this case, as in that, it 
might well be said, “It was not intended to give the land to the party, and 

he has not given anything for it.” That case has been cited and 
(268) approved in Moring v. Dickerson, 85 N. C., 466, and Burns »v. 
McGregor, 90 N. C., 222. | 

Jf here a valid mortgage back had been executed the subsequent sale 
thereunder and the conveyance to the purchaser would have divested 
all rights of the plaintiff, who claims under the minor. As the mort- 
gage was not executed as agreed, the contract was not carried out, what 
purports to be a deed to the minor conveyed no title, and the whole 
transaction was a nullity ab amtio. No question of the rights of third 
parties can arise, as the plaintiff and all under whom he claims are 
fixed with knowledge of the facts. Certainly, as between the parties, 
the title was not divested from O. C. Farrar by such attempted convey- 
ances; and if the subsequent conveyance from Farrar to the defendant 
has validity, it is because the title still remained in him, and not because 
he attempted to convey as mortgagee under a power of sale in an invalid 
mortgage. 

The court should simply have given judgment against the plaintiff 
and in favor of the defendant for the land and for costs. This disposes 
of both appeals. The defendant will recover costs in both appeals in 
this Court. 

Error. 
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(269) 
JONES M. SPENCER y. NANCY E. FORTESCUE Et at. 


Issues—EHvidence—H earsay—Admission of Pleadings as Evidence. 


1. Where an issue was tendered which aimed to ascertain the intent of one 
party to a contract, rather than what was the agreement between the 
parties, it was proper to refuse to substitute such issue for one submitted 
by the court framed to ascertain the agreement. 


2. Where, in an action on a note, the plaintiff, in explanation of a credit 
thereon, offered to. prove the declarations of a former owner as to a state- 
ment, made to him by another former owner to whom the payment had 
been made: Held, that such declarations, being hearsay, were inadmis- 
sible. (Harper v. Dail, 92 N. C., 894, distinguished. ) 


3 The whole admissions in pleadings must be taken together ; therefore, 
where, in an action on a note, the plaintiff had offered the first article 
of defendant’s answer admitting the debt, it was proper to admit as evi- 
dence for defendant the second article of the answer, which was a quali- 
fication of the first. 


Action for foreclosure of a mortgage, tried before Shuford, J., and a 
jury, at Spring Term, 1892, of Hypz. 

The complaint alleged the execution by E. H. Fortescue and wife to 
M. Makely of a note and mortgage for $900 on 4 September, 1879, on 
which there was a balance due on 19 December, 1884, of $343, on which 
date a payment of $149 was made by R. H. Watson for his sister, the 
defendant, Nancy E., and as alleged by plaintiff R. H. Watson then, at 
the request of his sister, paid Makely the balance due and took the note 
and mortgage to hold until she could repay him. By subsequent assign- 
ments the note and mortgage came to the hands of the plaintiff, as he 
alleged. | 

The defendants admitted the execution of the note and mortgage, and 
that on 19 December, 1884, there was due a balance of $343, but averred 
that the whole had been paid and denied that there had been any. as- 
signment or transfer of the note and mortgage by Makely to R. H. Wat- 
son or any other person. 

There was an endorsement on the note of a credit of $204.60, dated 
4 March, 1885, made in the handwriting of the plaintiff at the direction, 
as he testified, of C. M. Watson, a former holder of the note. Plaintiff 
claimed that this endorsement related to the payment covered by a 
receipt for like amount and date given by R. H. Watson to Nancy (270) 
E. Fortescue. When plaintiff offered to prove what was said by 
C. M. Watson, at the time of the entry, about the credit and the receipt 
of the same date and the payment represented by the receipt (Watson 


22k 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [112 


SPENCER v. FORTESCUE 


being under subpcena and in attendance upon the court), defendant ob- 
jected to the testimony and it was rejected under plaintifi’s exception. 

The plaintiff testified as follows: “The note and mortgage were in 
my possession at the time of the commencement of this action. I then 
owned them and do now.” . . . He further testified that after 
he traded for it he had a conversation with Mrs. Fortescue, who told him 
she could pay it in the fall of 1885; that she said she had made pay- 
ments to R. H. Watson, who at the last payment took up the small re- 
ceipts and gave her on 4 March, 1885, a receipt for the whole amount 
paid, including $149, proceeds of the sale of rice by him for her; that 
she did not tell him that she had made payments to R. H. Watson for 
which she had no receipts. 

The plaintiff then introduced in evidence the first section of defend- 
ant’s answer, which admitted that there was due on the note on 19 
December, 1884, while in Makely’s hands, the sum of $343. 

The defendants then introduced evidence as follows: 

1. Second section of their answer, which averred that the note and 
mortgage had been paid and satisfied. 

2. A receipt signed by Rufus H. Watson, dated 4 March, 1885, as 
follows: ‘Received of Nancy E. Fortescue $204.60 on deeds from 
Makely.” This is the receipt referred to by the plaintiff in his testi- 
mony concerning the endorsement of a credit on the note entered 

: by him. 

(271) ML. Makely testified as follows: “I had many dealings with 

E. H. Fortescue, and had a long running account with him, 
showing my transactions with him. I settled these transactions, ac- 
cording to my books, with Mr. R. H. Watson, who was a brother of 
Mrs. Fortescue. He got the note and mortgage in controversy from me. 
He is now dead. I had a conversation with him at the time he took 
up the note from me. He came to me and said he wished to take up 
Mr. E. H. Fortescue’s note and mortgage. I hesitated, and told him I ~ 
did not know whether I would let him have it or not; that I had prom- 
ised Mr. Fortescue not to push him on this paper, or take any advantage 
of him about it, and that I would have to see Mrs. Fortescue before I 
could do anything about it. He said Mrs. Fortescue had sent him to 
get the note and mortgage. I said something to him in regard to the 
money, and he said that Mrs. Fortescue had sold her crop of rice, and 
stated the amount of money realized from the rice. I do not remember 
how much it was, but I remember it was not sufficient to pay the note. 
He did not say where the remainder of the money to satisfy the note 
was to come from. I then agreed to let him have the note and mort- 
gage, and he paid me part of the money for them, and came back within 
a few days and paid the remainder and took the papers. At the time he 
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took the papers I proposed to cancel them, and he objected and said he 
did not want them canceled at that time as he wished to settle some other 
debts against the estate, and creditors might press the estate if the mort- 
gage was canceled. I told him I would not transfer the note and 
mortgage to any one, but would cancel them.” 

The plaintiff objected to the foregoing testimony as to the transac- 
tion and conversation between the witness and Rufus H. Watson, on 
the ground that the same was hearsay, and further, that Rufus 
H. Watson being dead, it was incompetent under section 590 (272) 
of The Code. Objection was overruled under exception, and the 
witness continued to testify as follows: 

“Rufus H. Watson was a brother of Mrs. Fortescue. I have never 
been requested by any holder of this note to sell the land under the power 
of sale in the mortgage. I have been asked not to cancel it. According 
to my books there was due me on 19 December, 1884, $343.19, and this 
amount is represented by the receipt of that date.” | 

J. W. Hays testified as follows: “I knew R. H. Watson. I had a 
conversation with him the day he went to M. Makely’s to see about the 
note and mortgage in controversy. He said he was going to Makelyville 
to take up the mortgage; that he had some money belonging to his sister, . 
Mrs. Fortescue, and was going to take up the mortgage for her, but 
was not going to have it canceled; that Mr. Wahab had a debt against 
the estate, and he was going to hold the mortgage to keep Wahab from 
selling the land.” 

The plaintiff objected to the foregoing evidence on the same sounds 
on which he objected to the evidence of M. Makely; the objection was 
overruled, and the plaintiff excepted. 

Mrs. Nancy E. Fortescue testified as follows: “I heard Mr. J. M. 
Spencer testify. I did not tell him that Rufus H. Watson had only $149 
of my money at the time he took up the note. He owed me more money 
than that. I did not tell Mr. Spencer that the receipt of 4 March, 1885, 
covered all the payments I had made on the note. It is not true that 
I told him I claimed credits only for interest! My husband is dead. 
He left children. He left no will, and no dower has been set apart for — 
me. I stated to Mr. Spencer that Mr. Watson owed me money for my 
father’s estate. I don’t remember what I told Mr. Spencer.” 


The court submitted the following issues: 
1. Is the plaintiff the owner of the note described in the com- (273) 


plaint ? 
2. Did R. H. Watson purchase said note from M. Makely for his 
own use, or did he pay it off to M. Makely for the defendants ? 
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3. What amount, if any, did R. H. Watson use of his own funds in 
taking up said note? 

4, Was the $149 received by R. H. Watson from the sale of rice 
belonging to Nancy E. Fortescue accounted for and included in the 
receipt of 4 March, 1885? 


In lieu of the second issue the plaintiff tendered the following: “If 
said R. H. Watson used $194 of his own money with which to take up 
said note, did he intend to pay off said note and mortgage, or to pur- 
chase the same and hold the same to secure the amount so advanced?” 

The court declined to substitute this issue as requested, and the plain- 
tiff excepted to such refusal and also to the submission of the second 
issue. | 

The defendant requested the court to charge the jury as follows: 

1. That upon all the evidence you will answer the first issue “Yes.” 

2. That if you believe the evidence you will find in answer to the 
third issue “$139.19.” 

3. That upon all the evidence you will answer the second issue “He 
purchased said note.” 

The court declined to give the instructions as prayed for by the plain- 
tiff, and the plaintiff excepted. 

The ; jury found upon the several issues as Hepes: To the first “No,” 
to the second “For the defendants,” to the third “None,” and to the 

fourth “No.” 
(274) The plaintiff moved for a new trial on the following grounds: 
1. For error in refusing to submit the issue tendered by the 
plaintiff, and the submission of the second issue in lieu thereof. 

2. For error in refusing to permit the witness, J. M. Spencer, to tes- 
tify to the declarations of C. M. Watson in regard to the credit on the 
note of 4 March, 1885. 

3. For error in permitting defendants to introduce section 2 of their 
answer. 

4, For error in wamitiiee the testimony of M. Makely. 

5. For error in admitting the testimony of James W. Hays. 

6. For error in refusing to grant the special instructions as requested 
by the plaintiff. 

Motion for a new trial denied, and judgment rendered for defendants, 
and plaintiff appealed. 


J. H. Small and W. B. Rodman for plaintiff. 
C.F. Warren for defendants. 
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MacRag, J. The matter in controversy was whether 'R, H. Watson 
paid off the note for the defendant, Nancy E. Fortescue, or whether he 
paid it only in part with said defendant’s funds and purchased it and 
took it by transfer to himself, subject to the credits; and if the latter 
were the case, what sum is still due upon the note. The mortgage was 
admitted, but defendants contended that the note secured thereby had 
been fully paid and the mortgage satisfied. 

1. The issues were intelligently framed by his Honor as raised by 
the pleadings, with the addition of others suggested by the evidence. 
He might simply have submitted issues whether the plaintiff was the 
owner of the note, and if so, what amount, if any, was still due 
upon it. | (275) 

The issue tendered by plaintifi’s counsel was open to the objec- 
tion that it sought merely to ascertain the intent of R. H. Watson, and ° 
not what was the contract or agreement between the parties when he 
‘made the payments. It would not have been proper for his Honor to. 
have substituted the issue tendered by plaintiff’s counsel for the second 
issue which was submitted. 

2, The plaintiff had testified that he endorsed the credit of $204.60 
upon the note on 4 March, 1885, by direction of C. M. Watson, a 
former owner of the note, and the proposition was to prove what C. M. 
Watson said when the credit was endorsed. The contention of plaintiff 
was that on 19 December, 1884, there was due upon the note $348, and 
that at that date R. H. Watson paid thereon with the funds of defend- 
ant $149 and with his own funds $194, and had taken a transfer of the 
note and mortgage to himself to secure the balance, $194, which he had 
paid for it, and that defendant Nancy had paid thereafter a sum suff- 
cient to reduce the amount due on 4 March, 1885 (after the endorse- 
ment of credit of that date of $204.60), to the sum of $144.12, which 
sum with interest he claims to be still due and secured by mortgage, all 
of which will appear by reference to the amended complaint. 

It is not claimed that any payment had been made to C. M. Watson | 
while he was owner of the note; what C. M. Watson said to plaintiff 
at the endorsement of the credit could only have been as to the declara- 
tions of others; 1t must have been hearsay and inadmissible as part of 
the res geste. : 

This is not like Harper vy. Dail, 92 N. C., 394, on which plaintiff’s 
counsel relies. In that case the receipt was in these words: ‘Received 
of B. H. $150 in part payment of the claim I hold against him as 
guardian of the heirs of R. Heath, deceased. R. C. B., Guardian.”' It 
was in evidence that there were two claims against B. H. held by R. 
C. B., guardian of the Heath heirs, and it was important that it 
should be ascertained upon which of these claims the $150 had (276) 
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been paid; and this Court held that it was competent for B. H. to 
testify in answer to the question, “What claim he settled when the 
recelpt was given by B., if anything was said about what claim he was 
paying?’ The general proposition was announced by the Court that 
a receipt, when it 1s an acknowledgment of the payment of money or 
the delivery of goods, is merely prima facie evidence of the fact which 
it recites and may be contradicted by oral testimony. As far as we can 
see, nothing which C. M. Watson could have testified would have been 
competent to show whether the $149’ was part of the $204.60. It also 
appears that C. M. Watson was present at the trial and under subpena; 
if his testimony was competent he might have been examined as a wit- 
ness if plaintiff desired. 

3. The third exception is to the admission as evidence for the defend- 
‘ant of the second article of the amended answer. The plaintiff had 
offered the first article, which admitted that there was due on 19 Decem- 
ber, 1884, on the note while in Makely’s hands the sum of $300; the © 
second article was a qualification of the first, which alone was an admis- 
sion of the debt, and for this reason was admissible. The rule is so 
well stated in 1 Greenleaf Ev. (14 Ed.), sec. 201, that we avail our- 
selves of it: “We are next to consider the effect of admissions when 
proved. And here it is first to be observed that the whole admission is 
to be taken together; for though some part of it may contain matter 
favorable to the party, and the object is only to ascertain that which 

he has conceded against himself, for it is to this only that the 
(277) reason for admitting his own declarations applies, namely, the 
| great probability that they are true; yet, unless the whole is 
received and considered, the true meaning and import*’of the part which 
is good evidence against him cannot be ascertained. But though the 
whole of what he said at the same time and relating to the same subject 
must be given in evidence, yet it does not follow that all the parts of 
the statement are to be regarded as equally worthy of credit; but it is 
for the jury to consider, under all the circumstances, how much of the 
whole statement they deem worthy of belief, including as well the facts 
asserted by the party in his own favor as those making against him.” 
See, also, note (a) for further illustration. The admission of this evi- 
dence, therefore, proceeds from a different principle from that laid 
down in Austin v. King, 91 N. C., 286, cited by plaintiff’s counsel— 
that a declaration of a party made in his own interest is incompetent. 

4, The exceptions to the refusal of his Honor to give the instructions 
asked by plaintiff are founded upon the assumption that there was no 
evidence on the part of defendant to rebut the presumption arising 
from the possession of the note by plaintiff and to support her plea of 
payment and allegation that it had never been assigned by Makely. 
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We think there was evidence to go to the jury upon each of the issues; 
its weight was a question for the jury, and after verdict, for the judge, 
upon proper motion, and cannot be considered here. | 

We were not favored with an argument or brief upon the fourth and 
fifth exceptions for error in the admissions of Makely and of Hayes; 
they were neither waived nor pressed, and we can discover no good 
ground for a refusal to admit the same. There is | 

No ERROR. 


Cited: Mfg. Co. v. Steinmetz, 1383 N. C., 193; Smith v. Tel. Co., 168 
N. O., 517. 


| (278) 
SOLOMON PREISS ET at. v. E. COHEN ET AL. 


Assignment for Benefit of Creditors—Qualifications a Assignee—— 
Injunction—Bond, 


1. Where there is a serious controversy as to the bona fides of an assignment 
and of the debts preferred, as well as of the fitness of the assignee, an 
injunction should be granted to prevent the Berns of the property pending 
litigation. 


2. It is the province and duty of the court to pass on the qualifications of an 
assignee in an assignment for benefit of creditors. 


3. Where an undertaking had been given before the issue of a restraining 
order, it was not necessary for the court, on the return of the order to 
show cause and upon continuing the injunction to the trial, to require a 
new undertaking from the plaintiffs, unless it was shown that the bond 
already given was insufficient. 


AcTION by Solomon Preiss and other eee of- E. Cohen against 
E. Cohen, H. Dannenberg, trustee, and others, to set aside as fraudulent 
a deed of assignment made by Cohen. | 

An order to show cause why a receiver should not be sopainted and 
an injunction issued against the defendants was issued by Shuford, the 
judge presiding in the Second Judicial District, on 3 December, 1892, 
and made returnable before him at New Bern on 8 December, and a 
restraining order until the hearing of the motion. On 10 December an 
order was made by Shuford, J., transferring said motion for hearing 
before Bryan, the resident judge of said district, at New Bern, on 12 
December, at which time and place the motion was heard by him, 
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attorneys of all parties being present and participating in the argument, 
and no objection to the hearing being made upon the pleadings, afh- 
davits and exhibits, | 


The court found the facts as follows: 
(279) “1. That there is evidence tending strongly to show a convey- 
ance of the property with intent to hinder, delay and defraud 
the plaintiffs. 

“2, That the assignee under the assignment is an unfit person to 
have charge of the property, and is admitted to be insolvent.” 

An order was made appointing a receiver (who was required to give 
bond in the sum of $8,000) and continuing the injunction until the 
hearing of the action. From these orders the defendants appealed, 
assigning several grounds for exceptions thereto, two of which were 
abandoned. Those relied upon in this Court were as follows: 

“3. That the court found as a fact that the defendant Dannenberg, 
the assignee, was an unfit ieee to discharge the trust, contrary to the 
- evidence. 

“4, That it was error to appoint a receiver to take charge of the 
property 1n the possession of the defendant Dannenberg, assignee, 

“5. That it was error to grant an injunction against the defendant 
Dannenberg. 

“6, That it was error to grant an injunction against the defendant 
Dannenberg without requiring the plaintiff to file any bond or fixing 
the amount thereof.” 


W. D. McIver and OC. R. Thomas for plaintiffs. 
W. W. Clark for defendants. 


MacRag, J. The plaintifis, creditors of defendant, E. Cohen, seek 
in this action to set aside as fraudulent a deed of trust or assignment | 
made by said.Cohen to defendant Dannenberg of a stock of goods to be 
sold by him and the proceeds applied to the payment of certain alleged 
indebtedness of the assignor. 

The complaint and other affidavits charge that the defendant 

(280) Dannenberg is insolvent, that he is on intimate relations with 
the defendant and is not a suitable person to administer the trusts 
mentioned in said deed; that he has set apart to defendant, E. Cohen, 
as his personal property exemption a quantity of said goods largely in 
excess of the value of five hundred dollars; that he has removed and 
secreted a large amount of said goods, which plaintiff has found by 
means of a search warrant; that he has left the assigned goods in charge 
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of the father and brother of the assignor and the clerks in his store, 
and that he has declared his intention to sell the same to defendant, 
S. Cohen, the brother, at fifty cents on the dollar. . 

They charge fraud and false representations on the part of defend- 
ant, E. Cohen, in contracting the debts due to plaintiff and in the 
assignment, alleging that the debts preferred in said assignment are 
fictitious and in favor of near relatives of the assignor, and they aver 
the apprehension of plaintiffs of irreparable damage to plaintiff if 
defendant Dannenberg should be permitted to remain in possession of 
the assigned effects and administer the said trust. 

On the part of defendants the answer verified by defendants, S. Cohen 
and Dannenberg, and many affidavits in addition thereto, deny all fraud 
and fraudulent representations in the contracting of the debts, aver the 
bona fides of the preferred debts and of the assignment, explain the 
removal of part of the goods to have been for convenience in taking 
the inventory and setting apart the personal property exemption, and 
aver that the goods set apart were valued by three sworn appraisers at 
their true market value, and are not in excess of the amount to which 
the said E. Cohen is entitled for his exemption. They deny that defend- 
ant Dannenberg has declared his intention to sell said goods to defend- 
ant, S. Cohen, at fifty cents on the dollar, but allege that defend- 
ant Dannenberg has been advised by merchants in the city that (281) 
said sum would be a fair price for the same. They admit that 
many of the preferred creditors are relatives of defendant E. Cohen, the 
assignor, but assert that the debts are justly due and owing. The affi- 
davit of about twenty citizens of New Bern testify to the good char- 
acter, business capacity and fitness of defendant Dannenberg to. act as 
assignee. 

There may be other facts alleged and denied on each side, for the 
affidavits are voluminous, but the foregoing is a general statement of the 
contentions. The first and second exceptions were abandoned and those 
relied on may be considered together. 

The judge may not be governed so much by the number of persons 
making affidavit to a fact, such as the good reputation and fitness of a 
person for a special employment, as by his own convictions upon the 
weight of all the evidence offered him. There being apparent a serious 
controversy as to the bona fides of the assignment and of the debts pre- 
ferred, it was necessary that the property or the proceeds of its sale 
should be held by injunction pending the litigation, for, unless re- 
strained, it was the obvious duty of the assignee to sell the property and 
pay the preferred debts; hence the reasonable apprehension of irrepar- 
able injury. | 
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The insolvency of the assignee was admitted, and it devolved upon 
his Honor to decide upon his fitness under all the circumstances of this 
case to hold or dispose of the property or the fund arising from its sale, 
which might be a question entirely distinct from one as to his character 
and reputation. Many men of good reputation might not be suitable 
persons for the special business proposed. It became a question as to 
the custody of this property or fund, which concerned not only the 
assignor and preferred creditors, but also those unpreferred creditors 

who were attacking the deed. Justice to all parties concerned 
(282) would seem to demand that the court should take care to pre- 

serve it by placing it in the charge of an officer under bond and 
directly responsible to the court for its safe-keeping until the end of 
the litigation. 

.While at the time of the execution of the deed in question it was 
entirely competent for a debtor to assign his property to an insolvent 
person who was otherwise qualified to execute the provisions of the deed 
of trust for the benefit of creditors, the policy of the law has since been 
declared by act of assembly to throw greater safeguards around such 
transactions by requiring every trustee of this kind to give bond upon 
proper application for that purpose being made to the clerk. Laws 
1893, ch. 453. 

In Levenson v. Elson, 88 N. C., 182, which was very similar to the 
one now before us, the principles were so clearly explained by the late 
Chief Justice Smith that it 1s unnecessary for us here to repeat them. 
In that case the injunction and appointment of a receiver were refused 
because it was found that the trustee named in the deed was amply 
solvent and responsible, and able out of his own estate to answer any 
demands which might be established against him for the management 
and disposition of the trust estate; and furthermore, that he was com- 
petent to conduct the business and entirely trustworthy. 

In the present case it 1s admitted the trustee is insolvent, and found 
as a fact, in which we concur under the circumstances, that he was not 
a fit person to execute the trust. 

The last exception is that it was error to grant an injunction against 
defendant Dannenberg without requiring the plaintiffs to file any bond 
or fixing the amount thereof. The order of Judge Shuford required 
the giving of an undertaking before the issue of the restraining order. 
This was a compliance with the statute, section 341 of The Code. It 

was not necessary, if upon the hearing, on the return of the order 
(283) to show cause, his Honor should continue the injunction to the 

trial, that he should require a new undertaking, unless for some 
reason and upon proper suggestion it should be a to appear that 
the bond already given was insufficient. 
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R. 8. WELLS v. W. W. BATTS er ar. 
PLAINTIFF'S APPRAL 


Husband and Wife—Mortgage by Husband of Crops on Wefe’s Land— 
Mixture of Crops, Responsibility for. 


1. Where a husband, without the authority, joinder, or knowledge of his wife, 
mortgaged the crops on her land for supplies, which were expended in 
making the crops, and the mortgagee had notice of the wife’s ownership 
by recitals in the deed, and there was no evidence of any representations 
made by the wife by which the mortgagee was misled, the mortgagee 
acquired no right to such crops as against the wife. 


2. Aequiescence by a wife for several years previous in the management and 
control, by her husband, of her lands and the disposition by him of the 
crops grown thereon, does not, of itself, authorize the husband as her 
agent to mortgage the crops to one having notice of her ownership. 


3. Evidence of the surrender of the rights of the wife to the husband during 
their joint occupancy of land must be positive and unequivocal in order 
to confer proprietary control upon him, . 


4, Where a husband mortgaged the crops growing on his own and his wife’s 
lands, and some of them are so “intermingled and mixed” that they can- 
not be distinguished or a division made of their proportionate value, the 
loss must fall upon the wife who permitted her husband to cultivate and _ 
intermix them before his death, and his administrators (his sons) to con- 
fuse them after his death. 


Action begun in Wizson, by summons and ancillary proceed- (284) 
ings in claim and delivery, 13 December, 1889. At June Term, 
1890, the case was referred to J. D. Bardin, Esq., whose report of find- 
ings of fact and conclusions of law was in substance as follows: 


On 7 January, 1889, W. M. Thorne, husband of defendant, M. P. 
Thorne, executed to plaintiff a mortgage on certain personal property 
and on the crops to be raised that year on his own and his wife’s lands, 
to secure a note for $594.38 and advances of money and supplies, which 
plaintiff agreed to make to him to the amount of $1,200, to enable him 
to cultivate the farm and support the family; and advances were made 
to the amount of $1,346. W. M. Thorne cultivated the crops, of which 
he had entire control until his death, 29 September, 1889. For four or 
five years before, W. M. Thorne had had like control of the crops made 
on his and his wife’s land, with her consent, and he, to obtain the neces- 
sary supplies, had executed like mortgages to plaintiff and used the 
proceeds in paying them off. M. P. Thorne, the wife, had notice that 
the plaintiff furnished the supplies, but not of the mortgages on the 
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crops. Plaintiff received of the crops and personal property mentioned 
in the mortgage of 1889 enough to reduce the account for supplies to 
$231.10. Corn to the value of $57.80 was made wholly on land of 
defendant, M. P. Thorne, and the balance of the crop, of the value of 
$346.18, on the lands of herself and her deceased husband, and were so 
mixed that it could not be determined what part was raised on the lands 
of each. That plaintiff and defendant, M. P. Thorne, did not perceive 
the intermixture of the crops nor consent to it, except so far as her con- 
sent may be inferred from her permitting her husband in his lifetime 
and her son, W. W. Batts, administrator of the husband after his death, 

to intermix them. There was no agreement between husband 
(285) and wife that he should pay rent, but the crops in controversy 

are of about sufficient value to pay rent for her land. The referee 
found as conclusions of law: 

1. That the mortgage of January, 1889, was valid to pass whatever 
interest deceased husband had in the-crops, ete. 

2. That her conduct in respect to the crops did not estop her from 
claiming reasonable rent, and the corn being shown to have been raised 
on her land was hers. 

3. That the burden of proof was on her to show the other crops in 
controversy were raised on her land, and in the absence of proof from: 
her, plaintiff is entitled to them. 

4, That, having permitted the intermixture of crops in controversy 
with those to which plaintiff is admitted to be entitled, she is not entitled 
to them. 

Plaintiff excepted to conclusion of law No. 2, that defendant M. P. 
Thorne was not estopped from claiming the crops, and that she is 
entitled to the value of the corn. 

Defendants excepted to conclusion of law No. 3, that the burden was 
on defendant Thorne to show how much of the crops were made on her 
land; and to conclusion No. 4, that she is not entitled to the crops 
because she permitted the intermixture of her and her husband’s crops. 

The case was heard upon the report of the referee before Connor, J., 
at November Term, 1891, who overruled all the exceptions and con- 
firmed the report of the referee in all respects, and gave judgment 
accordingly, and both plaintiff and defendants appealed. 


G. V. Strong, F. A. Woodard and Battle & Mordecar fot plaanteff. 
Woodard & Yarborough for defendants. 


SHEPHERD, C. J. (1) It is found by the referee that the feme defend- 
ant, Mrs. Thorne, “owned in her own right all of the lands upon which 
the crops of 1889 were made, except five-sevenths of the one. 
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hundred and twenty-eight-acre tract, which belonged to her hus- (286) 
band, W. M. Thorne, deceased.” The plaintiff claims the whole 

of these crops by virtue of a mortgage executed by the husband alone. 
The mortgage recites the ownership of the wife; and indeed, it is not 
pretended that the plaintiff did not have actual notice of her interest 
in the said lands. Mrs, Thorne did not know of the execution of the 
mortgage, and there is nothing whatever to show that she ever author- 
ized her husband to dispose of the products of her lands in any such 
manner. Neither is there anything to indicate that she made any repre- 
sentations or did any act by which the plaintiff could have been misled. 
The plaintiff, however, relies upon the fact that from the time of her 
marriage up to the death of her husband in September, 1889, the latter 
had “the complete control and management of his and defendants’ lands 
and the crops made on the same”; that he expended the proceeds of the 
crops made from year to year in the support of the family and the pur- 
chase of supplies to enable him to conduct and carry on his farming 
operations, with the knowledge of the said wife.” It also appears ihat 
the feme defendant knew that her husband obtained supplies of the 
plaintiff from year to year, but had no knowledge of the execution of 
any mortgages on the crops. | 

Upon the death of the husband in 1889, and before all of the crops 

of that year had been gathered, the plaintiff seized the same under legal 
proceedings, claiming them under the said mortgage. It appeared that 
the corn was raised wholly on the lands of the wife, and his Honor sus- 
tained the referee in his ruling that she was not estopped from claiming 
the same, or at least so much thereof as amounted to a reasonable 

rent for the occupation of her said lands. (287) 

If the relation of landlord and tenant existed between the hus- 

band and wife, there can be no question as to the correctness of the 
ruling, as it is well settled that the lien of the landlord prevails over 
that of a mortgage executed by the tenant for the purpose of obtaining 
supplies. If the husband was acting as the agent of the wife, the plain- 
tiff would be equally unfortunate, as we are unable to find anything in 
the record that authorized him to execute a mortgage upon the future 
income of her property. She did not expressly authorize him to exercise 
such a power, as she neither knew of nor assented to the execution of 
this particular mortgage, nor can the authority be implied, as she had 
no knowledge of the execution by him of similar mortgages during previ- 
ous years. It is true that she permitted her husband to control and 
manage her lands for the purpose of supporting herself and the family, 
and that she had allowed him for several years to apply the crops after 
they were made to the payment of supplies obtained of the plaintiff. 
This, however, was not done, so far as she was concerned, by virtue of. 
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any lien or mortgage in favor of the plaintiff, and is entirely consistent 
with the not unusual acquiescence of the wife where she and her hus- 
band are in the joint occupation of her lands, the husband receiving 
without objection the income arising from the same. Indeed, the law, 
recognizing the peculiarity of such an occupancy, has taken care that 
in such cases the rights of neither party shall be prejudiced by the 
inequitable conduct of the other. While it recognizes to the fullest 
extent the right of the wife to the exclusive control of her lands and its 
products (Manning v. Manning, 79 N. C., 300), it at the same time pro- 
vides that where her husband has, during the coverture, received its 
inconie without objection, he shall not be liable to account “for 
(288) such receipt for any greater sum than the year next preceding 
the date of a summons issued against him in an action for such 
income.” The Code, sec. 1837. 7 
It appears, however, from the above statute that the exclusive receipt 
by the husband of the income of the wife, even during the entire period 
of the coverture, does not confer upon him any rights in her property, 
nor take away his liability to account for its income for at least twelve 
months preceding a demand. If such an acquiescence in the control 
of her property and the reception of its income does not, under the 
statute, exempt the husband from liability to account as above stated, 
we are unable to see how it can be regarded as conclusive evidence of 
an implied power to anticipate the income of her property by mort- 
gaging it to one having notice of her rights and thus depriving her of 
the same for the year preceding the death of her husband. It is very 
evident from the terms of the statute that the policy of the law requires 
, more than mere acquiescence to so extend the authority of the husband 
as agent. This view is in harmony with various authors who hold that 
in such cases a stricter degree of proof is required. Mr. Bishop says: 
‘Under various circumstances an unmarried woman, by permitting 
another person to possess and use her property, would be bound by any 
disposition he might make of it on the ground of presumed agency 
where, should a husband do the same thing, the agency ought not to be 
inferred. And the reason is that the relationship of husband and wife 
implies a certain occupancy of her property by him, not falling within 
what would be the ordinary course of things if the relationship did not 
exist.” 2 Bish. Married Women, 396 (Ed. 1875). 
It is clear that in the present case there was nothing more than acqui- 
escence on the part of the wife. The plaintiff knew of her ownership 
and it was his own folly to have taken a, mortgage upon the crops 
(289) from the husband alone. So far from making any representation 
by which the plaintiff was misled, it appears that she knew noth- 
ing whatever of the transaction, and it is clear beyond all question that 
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she is not estopped by reason of fraud. “To estop a married woman 
from alleging a claim to land (and the rule is the same as applicable 
to this case) there must be some positive act of fraud, or something 
done upon which a person dealing with her or in a manner affecting 
her rights might reasonably rely, and upon which he did rely, and was 
thereby injured.” TJowles v. Fisher, 77 N. C., 487; Weathersbee v. Far- 
rar, 9T N. C., 106. There being no estoppel by fraud and nothing more 
than simple acquiescence in the acts of the husband as above stated, we 
cannot hold that this warranted a finding that the husband was author- 
ized to execute the mortgage in question. Indeed, he does not pretend 
to have executed it as agent of his wife, nor is there anything in the 
instrument to show that he undertook to contract in her behalf. This 
latter view alone would defeat the claim under the mortgage if the 
plaintiff relied entirely upon the principle of agency. Loftin v. Cross- 
land, 94 N. C., 76. 

The plaintiff’s counsel, seeing the force of the foregoing objections, 
contend that the husband was neither the tenant nor the agent of the 
wite, but the owner of the land and its products at least for the year 
1889. ‘There is nothing but the circumstances to which we have ad- 
verted to show that the wife gave him the land for that or any other 
year, and if, as we have seen, her simple acquiescence was not sufficient 
to exempt the husband from liability to account, we cannot understand 
how it could confer upon him a future ownership of the land or its in- 
come. It is true that the wife could upon a fair consideration have 
given the land by parol to the husband for a period less than 
three years (The Code, sec. 1835), but in view of the reasons we (290) 
have given, we are quite sure that no such agreement existed. 
There is an intimation in George v. High, 85 N. C., 99, that an express 
agreement is necessary to bar the wife’s right to an account, and this 
would seem to apply also to the present case. Moreover, it is to be ob- 
served that the finding of the referee does not go to the extent claimed by 
the plaintiff, as the words “‘control and management” in themselves 
imply an agency rather than a proprietary interest in the use of the 
land. AI] of the authorities sustain the principle that the evidence of a 
surrender of the rights of the wife to the husband during the joint oc- 
cupancy must be positive and unequivocal, and this “is for the reason 
that (in the general experience of the past at least if not in the phi- 
losophy of the present) the wife is under the control of, and subordinate 
to, the husband; and neither good law nor sound reason will require the 
wife to destroy the peace of her family and endanger the marriage rela- 
tion by open repudiation or hostile conduct toward her husband, in order 
to save her property from lability for his unauthorized contracts.” 
2 Bish. Married Women, 396. 
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To hold that under the present circumstances the wife has stripped 
herself of the income of her estate or authorized a mortgage of its future 
products would produce much confusion respecting the enjoyment of her 
separate estate in connection with her husband. It is better that the law 
should require her positive and unequivocal assent than to destroy the 
domestic tranquility by forcing her, at the peril of forfeiting her rights, 
to exercise a constant and irritating surveillance over the conduct of her 
husband in the management and cultivation of her lands for their joint 
support. No inconvenience can result from such a ruling, as it 1s quite 
easy for a party making advances to require that she be joined as a 

party to the mortgage. 
(291) Our conclusion, therefore, is that the wife is the legal owner 
of the crops as incident to her ownership of the lands upon which 
they were raised and it must therefore follow that she is entitled to the 
possession of the same. 

As to the corn there seems to be no difficulty, as it was identified 
as having been raised wholly upon the lands of Mrs. Thorne. As to the 
other crops it is found that they are so “intermingled and mixed” with 
those raised upon the lands of the husband “that it cannot be determined 
how much was raised upon the lands of said Thorne, deceased, and the 
feme defendant respectively.” 

The confusion having been effected without the consent of either party 
it is clear that if the crops can be distinguished, the rights of neither 
will be affected; nor will this result follow although the crops cannot be 
distinguished, if, being of the same nature and value, a division can be 
made of their proportionate value. Robinson v. Holt, 39 N. H., 557, 
and the numerous authorities cited. 

The referee finds in effect that he can neither distinguish the crops 
nor ascertain their proportionate value. In such a case the law is “that 
the party who occasions or through whose fault or neglect occurs the 
wrongful mixture must bear the whole loss.” Robinson v. Holt, supra. 
His Honor very properly ruled that under these circumstances the loss 
must fall upon the feme defendant, as we must infer from the finding of 
the referee that the confusion was caused by “her conduct in permitting 
W. M. Thorne, deceased, to cultivate and intermix said crops, and her 
son, W. W. Batts, administrator of said deceased, to intermix them in 
the same manner after his death.” It is true that this was done by her 
“tacit” consent only, but it was the result at least of her neglect to see 
that the crops were not intermixed. She had the control of her lands 

and the crops thereon, and it was her duty to have kept the crops 
(292) distinct from the husband’s if she intended to insist upon her 
legal right to the same. It may be urged that it was equally the 
plaintiff’s duty to see that the husband’s crops were properly gathered 
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and stored, but to this it may be answered that he had a right to assume 
that this would be done by the feme defendant and her son, the adminis- 
trator. She was in possession of her own lands and presumably in pos- 
session as tenant in common of those upon which the husband’s crops 
were raised. She and her son seem to have taken control of the crops 
after the death of her husband, and it is found that she permitted either 
her husband or son, or both, to mix the same. We must infer that by 
permitting she at least knew of the intermixing and did not object, 
and this would be “neglect” within the principle of the authority cited. 

On the other hand, the plaintiff had but a len on the crops of the 
husband, and no right to the possession of the land, and, in the absence 
of any knowledge that the crops would be confused with those of the 
feme defendant, he had nothing to incite him to extraordinary diligence. 
He certainly knew nothing of the intermixing and had no opportunity, 
as did the feme defendant, to object to the same. Taking all of the 
circumstances into consideration, we think his right is superior to that 
of the feme defendant and that the ruling below must be affirmed. 
Indeed, upon looking over the whole record, we are inclined to the he-_ 
lief that, after all, this result contributes very greatly to an equitable 
settlement of the whole controversy. 

AFFIRMED. 

DEFENDANT'S APPEAL IN SAME CASE 


SHEPHERD, C. J. For the reasons given in the opinion in the plain- 
tifi’s appeal the decision in this case must be 
AFFIRMED. 


Cited: Branch v. Ward, 114 N. C., 149; Bray v. Carter, 115 N. C., 
18; Rawling v. Neal, 122 N. C., 175; ’ Lance v. Butler, 1385 N. C., 493: 
ae. Morisey, 149 N. C., 45; ne re Gorham, 173 N. C., 2738; Thomp- 
son v. Coats, 174 N. C., 197; Seana Dobbins, 176 N. C., 550; Guano 
Co. v. Colwell, 177 N. <. 920, 


(293) 
J. 8S. HARPER y. R. R. PINKSTON et at. 


Slander of Wrfe—Action by Husband—Dismissal of Action. 


An action by a husband for slander of his wife, the wife not being a party 
and the complaint alleging no special damage to the husband, will be dis- 
missed by this Court on motion of the defendant, or ex mero motu, for 
failure of the complaint to state a cause of action. 
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AVERY, J., concurring. (Discussion of Lord Denman’s Act, section 580 of 
The Code, bill of discovery, matters of privileges, etc.) 


Action brought to Fall Term, 1892, of Vanoz, by J. S. Harper 
against R. R. Pinkston, J. A. Bridges, W. E. Gary, aa W. L. Cuning- 
gim for alleged slander of plaintifi’s wife. 


(296) H. T. Watkins, Pittman & Shaw and Edwards & Wortham 
for plainttff. | 
R. O. Burton and W. &. Henry for defendants. 


Crark, J. The wife, who alone is charged to have been slandered, is 
not a party to the action. There being no special damage alleged as to 
the husband, who is the sole plaintiff, the complaint fails to state a 
cause of action. Newell on Defamation, 365, 1849; Odgers Slander and 
Libel, 313, 846; Folkard’s Starkie on Slander, 332: The Code, sec. 177. 
The words were not used in regard to the husband, and his reputation 
certainly has not been assailed. He must aver special damage. The 
action should, therefore, be dismissed on the motion made here by the de- 
fendant. Indeed, it might have been done ex mero motu by this Court. 
Rule 27 of Supreme Court; Hagins v. R. #., 106 N. C., 587; Gordon v. 
Sanderson, 88 N. C., 1. 

This makes it unnecessary to consider the interesting questions raised 
on the argument. There is no case of which a court can take cognizance. 
_ ACTION DISMISSED. 


Avrry, J., concurring. When Lord Denman’s act was passed by 
Parliament in 1851 the various courts of law and chancery were still 
maintained with the established procedure in each, and this fact in part 
accounts for the modification of the second section of that statute by 
Laws 1866 (Bat. Rev., ch. 48, sec. 15), and the subsequent acts culmi- 
nating in the enactment of The Code, sec. 580. The Enghsh statute 

provided that in all actions or proceedings and at all stages, be- 
(297) fore any person having authority to hear evidence, “the parties 

thereto and the persons in whose behalf any such suit or action 
or other proceeding may be brought or defended, shall, except as herein- 
after excepted, be competent and compellable to give evidence, either 
viva voce or by deposition, according to the practice of the court, on be- 
half of either or any of the parties to the said suit, action or other 
proceeding.” 

In section 6 of Lord Denman’s act it was also provided that in all 
actions pending in the Superior Courts of common law the right of 
compelling the production of, of inspecting and of taking copies of the 
papers of, an adversary party should be confined to those cases where a 
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discovery might have been obtained at the instance of the moving party 
by a bill or other proceeding in a Court of Equity. 14 and 15 Vic., 91 
Stat. at Large, ch. 99, sees. 2 to 6, inclusive; 2 Taylor on Ev., sec. 1217. 
When Courts of Equity were abolished in this State the Code of Civil 
Procedure was passed, embracing what are now sections 579 to 584 of - 
The Code, both inclusive, and section 588 in totedem verbis, except the 
proviso to section 580. Bat. Rev., ch. 17, secs. 332 to 341. Section 579 
provided that “no action to obtain discovery under oath in aid of the 
prosecution or defense of another action shall be allowed, ete., except in 
the manner prescribed by this chapter.” Except the proviso (to section 
580) The Code of New York (Voorhees, secs. 389 to 397, both inclusive) 
contains precisely the same language as that embodied in our statutes 
(sees. 579 to 587 of The Code). 

The mode subsequently substituted for the equitable proceeding was to 
compel a party, at the instance of his adversary, “in the same manner 
and subject to the same rules of examination as any other witness, to 
testify either at the trial or conditionally or upon commission.” What 
rules applicable to testifying at trial or to deposing before a com- 
missioner are still in force here? If, in recognizing the mode of (298) 
examination adopted in equity practice before a commissioner to 
take: depositions, we hold that parties should be entitled to the same 
protection as was afforded to other witnesses or to parties by the rules of 
evidence up to that time in force, in answering a bill of discovery, we 
would find in the practice of the courts of New York and other States 
where the new procedure prevails, abundant authority to sustain us. But 
before passing upon that question it may be well to recur to the restric- 
tions adopted by Courts of Equity, to prevent abuse of the statutory 
power of compelling an adversary to disclose information which was 
essential to the prosecution of a meritorious action against him, but was 
often wrongfully or fraudulently withheld. 

1. A man was not compellable, in answering a bill of discovery, to 
criminate himself or to furnish a link in a chain of testimony tending to 
convict him of crime, or to make any disclosure tending to subject him 
to a penalty or forfeiture. Adams Eq., pp. 2 and 3; 1 Pomeroy. Eq. 
Jur., sec. 202; U. 8S. vu. MacRae, L. R., 38, 79; Story Eq. Pl. sees, 553 
and 575; Liggett v. Postly, 2 Paige, 601; Cooley Const. Lim., marg. 

; 394, | 
: 2. The office of such a bill was to compel the discovery “of facts rest- 
‘ing in the knowledge of the defendant, or of deeds or writings in his pos- 
session or power, in order to maintain the right or title of the party ask- . 
ing it in some suit or proceeding in another court.” Pemberton v. Kirk, 
39 N. C., 178; 1 Pom. Eq. Jur., 195; Mitford Eq. Pl, p. 21. 
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3. The bill of discovery could not be used to elicit information as to a 
controversy about a title that might possibly arise in the future or 
merely to pry into an adversary’s grounds of defense in a pending action 
at law. Baster v. Farmer, 42 N. C., 239; 1 Pom. Eq. Jur., sec. 201. 

4, A party might by plea successfully resist disclosures sought 

(299) by such a bill, not only on the ground that his answers might: sub- 

ject him to criminal punishment or to a forfeiture or penalty, but 

because, as many courts held, the discovery might show him guilty of 
moral turpitude. 1 Story Eq. Jur., sec. 595. 

5. Though there is no little conflict between the leading text-writers 
of England and of this country on the subject, the weight of authority 
seems to be in favor of the proposition that a party could not be com- 
pelled to discover any matter which might tend to show such party liable 
in a pending civil action for libel or to be used in aid of such suit. 
Story Eq., sec. 597, and note 3, sec. 553, and note 4, p. 571; 2 Story Eq. 
Jur., sec. 1494, and note 1; Glynn v. Houston, 1 Keen, 329; Mitford 
Eq. Pl, marg. p. 195; Opdyke v. Marble, 18 Abbott, 269; Thompson on 
Trials, sec. 744. Both Thompson, in the sections jist cited, and Judge 
Leonard in Opdyke v. Marble, supra, assume that “nothing 1s better 
settled than that no discovery could be made under the practice of the 
court of chancery 1 in an action for libel.” 

When the opinion in Opdyke v. Marble was rendered there were two 
concurrent statutory provisions in New York that could be used in com- 
pelling the production of books and papers, the one exactly the same 
as the section of our Code (sec. 578—C. C. P., see 331), and the other a 
section of their Revised Statutes similar in its terms to section 82, 
chapter 31, of our Revised Code. Until the last codification of our laws 
both statutes were still in force here. McLeod v. Bullard, 84 N. C., 515. 
The section of the Revised Code had been enacted in 1828 to accomplish 
one of the objeets attained in the passage of Lord Denman’s act, by en- 
abling the Superior Courts of law to procure documentary evidence 

without invoking the aid of a Court of Equity, but subject to the 
(300) same limitations as to the extent of examination that were 

allowed by the chancellors. The statutory provisions now in 
force in North Carolina and in New York are and have been substan- 
tially the same, except that no discovery can be compelled under our 
-statute until after suit is brought. 2 A. & E., 206, 207. 

In Opdyke v. Marble, supra, David Dudley Field, in his brief insisted 
that under the Code of Civil Procedure and the Bch statute (correspond- 
ing with The Code, sec. 578, and Rev. Code, sec. 82, ch. 31), together 
with the additional right given by the act in force there, to call for the 
production of papers before trial, the plaintiff could compel the pro- 
_ duction of the books of The World, a newspaper, in order to ascertain 
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who besides Mr. Manton Marble were the owners of the paper and 
amenable to an action for libel. Upon that state of facts it was held. 
that a discovery could not be had when “it would not have been allowed 
by the principles and practice of the late court of chancery,” and there- 
fore no discovery could be granted in an action for libel. It appears, 
therefore, that when, by our own statutes (Rev. Code, ch. 31, sec. 82), 
the courts of law were permitted to require disclosures in reference to 
books, papers, ete., they were subject, as were the English Superior — 
courts under Lord Denman’s act, to the restrictions imposed by the rules 
of the courts of chancery. When our Courts of Equity were subsequently 
abolished we adopted and enacted those sections of the Code of New’ 
York which had been previously construed (Opdyke v. Marble, supra) 
as prescribing the same limits to the compulsory examination of adver-_ 
sary parties. The provisions of our Code having been passed after the - 
courts of New York and other states had construed them it may “be | 
presumed” that they were enacted with a knowledge, if not approval, of 
the judicial construction already given them. Bridgers v. Taylor, 102 
N. C., 86; Redmond v. Comrs., 106 N. C., 122. | 
Where the bill of discovery has been abolished by similar (301) 
statutes in the various States of America and by the judicature 
acts in England, it seems to have been generally if not universally held 
that “all of the principles of the law of discovery not modified or abro- 
gated by the new statute are still in full force.” 2 A. & E., 210; Ander- 
son v. Bank, L. R., 2, Ch. Div., 644; Cashier v. Craddock, L. R., 2, Ch. 
Div., 240. Pomeroy, 1 Eq. Jur., sec. 194, says: “It follows from the 
foregoing statements that the suit for a discovery as a branch of the 
auxiliary jurisdiction is now confined to a portion only of the States 
and territories, and even in those commonwealths a resort to it 1s quite 
infrequent. For this reason an extensive and minute discussion of the 
rules which govern it seems to be unnecessary. On the other hand, the 
principles and doctrines relating to discovery, which have been settled 
by the Courts of Equity and which determine what facts parties can be 
compelled to disclose and what documents to produce, and under what 
circumstances the disclosures or productions can be obtained, will still 
continue to be recognized by the courts and to regulate their action in 
enforcing the examination of parties and the production of writings by 
means of the more summary statutory proceedings. The abolition or 
discontinuance of technical ‘discovery’ has not abrogated those principles 
and doctrines.” Recurring to the language of the statutes for the pur- 
pose of giving my own construction we find that the Legislature may 
be said to have discontinued the formal bill of discovery, but to have re- 
tained the right to compel similar disclosures “in the manner pre- 
scribed” (sec. 579); that is, subject to the same settled method and rules 
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of examination applicable to other witnesses. Without adopting the 
extreme views of some text-writers that a discovery cannot be 

(302) compelled under the usual provisions in the new codes of pro- 
cedure, in aid of any action of tort, or passing upon the question 
whether a party can be forced in any case to disclose his own moral tur- 
pitude, I am sustained by the general current of authority in holding 
that the defendant was not compellable, either in aid of the pending 
civil action for libel or in view of the possible use of his answer in a 
criminal indictment against him, to disclose what was meant by the 
_ word “merciful,” and the nature of the rumors with reference to which 
it was used in the report. The palpable purpose in asking the defendant 
Cuninggim whether the committee had reported as to the conduct of the 
feme plaintiff after consultation with him and, following that, upon re- 
ceiving an affirmative response, by interrogating him as to what he and 
the committee meant by the use of the word “merciful” in the reports 
submitted to the church, was first to connect the witness as an abettor 
and counselor with the other defendants composing the committee, and 
- then’ to establish the innuendo by showing from his own testimony a 
common purpose on the part of himself and the committee in the use 
of the words to charge the feme plaintiff with incontinency. The direct 
tendency of the question, therefore, was to furnish a portion of the evi- 
dence necessary to sustain not only the pending civil action for slander 
but an indictment, 1f one should be found, for slandering an innocent 
woman (under The Code, sec. 1113), against the witness and his co- 
defendant. It will be noted that no such protective proviso as that, ap- 
pheable to proceedings supplementary to execution (The Code, sec. 488 
[5]), was enacted in reference to the ordinary examination of parties, 
and hence we may fairly infer that the Legislature intended, in omitting 
the provision as to parties, to emphasize the fact that in all other 

(303) cases except that of an execution debtor, a party under exami- 
nation should have the benefit of all such instructions as the law 

had, for his own safety, thrown around him in the conduct of the pro- 
ceeding. The statute (The Code, sec. 581) permits either party to de- 
mand the examination of an adversary “at any time before trial at the 
option of the party claiming it before the judge or clerk of the court.” 
When a party elects to have the examination before the clerk it would 
seem that the mode of conducting it must be in all respects the same as 
if had before the judge. The examination was not conducted for the 
clerk or judge by a referee or commissioner. Conceding that the witness 
was not entitled to the benefit of the objection that his answer might 
criminate himself, unless he had rested his refusal to answer on that 
ground instead of his privilege as pastor as to confidential communica- 
tions, we think it is clear that a plaintiff cannot use the privilege of ex- 
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amining a defendant for the purpose of extorting confessions that will 
tend to enable the plaintiff, in the very action m which the examination 
is had, to prove that the defendant has maliciously libeled him. It 1s 
not necessary, therefore, to determine whether it was the duty of the 
elerk to caution the defendant and “advertise him of his right to decline” 
to answer, in view of the developments which must have made apparent 
the danger of self-incrimination, if the theory of the plaintiff as to the 
innocence of the feme plaintiff should prove to be well founded. 1 Green- 
leaf Ev., sec. 451, p. 549. Where a party offers himself as a witness in his 
own behalf on the trial of the action, he opens the door for questions on 
cross-examination that would not otherwise have been competent, and 
hence the case of McDougald v. Coward, 95 N. C., 368, is not even 
analogous to this. It has been expressly held by this Court that where 
judges hold courts on legal holidays their proceedings are valid and 
binding upon parties whose rights are affected by adjudications made 
on such days. 8. v. Moore, 104 N. C., 743. 

Tt has been held in Fertilizer Co. v. Taylor, ante, 141, and in (804) 
effect in Parker v. McPhail, post, 502, that such interlocutory 
orders as that appealed from involve a substantial right, and are there- 
fore subject to review in this Court. As the record presents the questions 
raised fully, it was not essential that there should have been a formal 
statement of the case on appeal. 

For the reasons stated I think that the court erred, 


Cited: Tobacco Co. v. Tobacco Co., 145 N. C., 882. 


COSSACK & CO. vy. W. H. S. BURGWYN. 
Partnership—Participation in Profits—Evidence. 


1. One who shares in the profits of a business otherwise than as the profits are 
looked to aS a means of ascertaining the compensation which, under the 
contract, is to be paid to an employee for his services, incurs the lability 
of a partner therein. 


2. Where B. endorsed a note of, and made advances to, a firm to enable it to 
perform a contract, of which, as estimated, the profits would be $39,000, 
and took a bill of sale of the firm’s property to secure such endorsement 
and advances, and the firm also executed to B. a note for $5,000, due one 
year from date, on which $500 was to be paid monthly “out of the esti- 
mated profits’: Held, that the facts prima facie constituted B. a partner 
with the firm. 

3. Quere, whether B. could be held as a partner if the note for $5,000 was 


given as a bonus for the endorsement and advances. 
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Action tried before ae J., and a jury, at the February nome; 
1892, of Vancn. 
| The following ; issues were submitted to the jury: 

(305) 1. Is the defendant company indebted to plaintiffs, and if so, 
in what sum? 

2. Was W. H. S. Burgwyn a partner in the Henderson Tobacco Com- 
pany when said debt.was contracted ? 

Several contracts were introduced by the plaintiffs for the purpose of 
showing the relationship existing between the said Burgwyn and Dain- 
gerfield, Jenkins and others, trading under the name of the Henderson 
Tobacco Company. It appears that the said Burgwyn endorsed a note 
of $5,000 for the said firm, and also agreed to advance it as much as 
$5,000 during the twelve months succeeding the date of the contract of 
20 December, 1889. On the same day and in pursuance of said contract 
the said firm executed to Burgwyn a bill of sale of its stock, machinery, 
etc., for the purpose of securing the said endorsement and advances. 
One of the objects, at least, of the endorsement and advances was to 
_enable the said firm to perform a certain contract which it had entered 
into with one Thomas H. Blacknall, by which it was to manufacture 
a large amount of smoking tobacco of certain specified brands, and the 
said Blacknall was to sell it at a price which would net the company 
an estimated profit of $39,000. The contract with Burgwyn further 
provides that the said firm shall do all its “collecting of drafts for sales 
of tobacco and other banking business through the said Burgwyn’s bank” 
at the usual bank charges; that it shall make a monthly exhibit to said 
Burgwyn by showing its books, ete., “of the condition and workings 
of its business,” and the members of said firm further agreed not to enter 
“upon or engage in other business for the next year, other than the carry- 
ing out of the said contract with the said Thomas H. Blacknall.” After 

stating that the endorsed note and advances shall be paid, the 
(306) contract further ‘provides (paragraph 9) that the’ said parties 

shall give their note to said Burgwyn “for the sum of $5,000, 
due one year from date, on which said monthly payments of $500 shall 
be endorsed as they are respectively paid.” The other contracts relate 
to changes in the firm and other matters subsequently occurring, which 
are not material to the determination of the case. No testimony was 
introduced i in behalf of the defendant Burgwyn, but it was in evidence 
that on an examination before the clerk he was asked the following 
question: “Please state what was the consideration of the $5,000 note 
‘of 20 December, 1889, due one year after date, of Daingerfield and 
Jenkins to you? 2” He answered “that the note of 20 December, 1889, for 
$5,000 was executed In pursuance of section 9 of said contract, and wad 
payment of $500 on the same was to come out of the estimated profits 
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of $39,000 which they were to make out of the contract with Blacknall, 
and was not in the nature of a bonus; not a dollar profit was made, so 
far as I know, and not a cent paid on this note; the whole contract 
with Blacknall went to pieces, and the whole thing is of no value, except 
as a lesson-of experience.” The defendant Jenkins stated that on said 
examination the defendant Burgwyn testified that “the note was not a 
bonus, but it was his part of the prospective profits to come out of the 
Blacknall contract.” © | 

The witness was asked to explain how they came to fix on six cents 
per pound on each pound of “Clear the Track” and two cents per pound 
on each pound of “Golden Hub” and three-quarters of a cent per pound 
on each pound of “All Round the World” sold the previous month, as 
the amount to be paid Burgwyn out of such sales as provided 1 in article 3 
of contract of 8 October, 1890. 

Objection by defendant; objection sustained, and plaintiffs (307) 
excepted. 

Cross-examination— My feelings towards Burgwyn are pretty tough; 
J would make him pay all I could. 

H. T. Jenkins, recalled, testified that the bill of sale of 20 December, 
1889, was to operate as a mortgage; the property was to be returned 
to us. 

Plaintiffs here closed, and defendant introduced no testimony. 

Plaintiffs requested the following charges in writing, and before the 

opening of the argument: 


1. If the jury shall be satisfied from the evidence that Burgwyn was 
to be paid $5,000 out of the net profits of the Henderson Tobacco Com- 
pany, in addition to eight per cent interest on the money loaned or ad- 
vanced by him to said company, such agreement is to be contrued as 
evidence tending to establish the partnership relation, and in the absence 
of any other proof is to be regarded as sufficient to establish the part- 
nership. 

2. If you shall find from the evidence that Burgwyn has so contracted 
with the Henderson Tobacco Campany that he has a right to examine 
the books of the company, and was entitled to receive regular statements 
showing the condition of its firm business, such rights and privileges 
are badges of partnership. 

3. If you shall. find that before R. L. Daingerfield could dispose of 
his interest in the Henderson Tobacco Company it was necessary for 
him to have the consent of Jenkins, Shelby and Burgwyn, such an agree- 
ment was a badge of partnership. 

4, If you shall find that Burgwyn drew checks in the name of the 
Henderson Tobacco Company, and the same were honored and paid at 
his bank, that this is a very strong badge of partnership. 
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(308) 5. If you shall find that under the contract of Daingerfield 

and Jenkins with Burgwyn, and also the contract of Daingerfield, 
Jenkins & Shelby, trading as the Henderson Tobacco Company, neither 
of them, the said Daingerfield, Jenkins or Shelby was to engage in any 
other business during the continuance of the contract, and was to a 
his undivided attention to said business, that such an aercomen is 
badge of partnership. 

6. If you shall find that the payment of the $5,000 note of 20 Decem- 
ber, 1889, was contingent upon the success of the business and not upon 
the personal security of the borrowers, then it is prima facie evidence 
of a partnership. 

7. That there is no evidence that the $5,000 note on which monthly 
payments were to be made was secured in the bill of sale for $10,000, 
- dated 20 December, 1889. 


His Honor charged the jury to find the first issue in favor of the 
plaintiffs, and on the second issue for the defendant Burgwyn, where- 
upon plaintiffs submitted to a nonsuit as to the defendant Burgwyn and 
appealed, and assigned for error as follows: 

1. That his Honor erred in refusing plaintiffs’ request for instructions 
to the jury from 1 to 7, inclusive. 

2. That his Honor erred in excluding evidence offered by the plaintiffs 
and objected to by defendant. 

3. That his Honor erred in his charge as given, that there is not 
sufficient evidence from which the jury might reasonably conclude that 
W. iH. S. Burgwyn was a partner with other defendants in said firm. 


H. Tr. Watkins and W. H. Cheek for plaintiffs. 
J. H, Bridgers for defendant. 


(809) Suepuerp, C. J. Ever since the decision of DeGray, C. J., 

in 1775, in Grace v. Smith, 2 William Blackstone, 998, it has been 
generally held that all persons who shared in the profits of a business 
incurred the liabilities of partners therein, although no partnership be- 
tween themselves might have been contemplated. The decision was 
subsequently approved in the leading case of Waugh v. Carver, 2 H. 
Black, 235. This seems to have been the rule, without any qualification, 
until an exception was made in cases where the profits were looked to 
as a means only of ascertaining the compensation which, under the 
contract, was to be paid for the services of an employee. Thus the law 
of England stood for nearly a century, and these general principles are 
still regarded in North Carolina and most of the States as the “ordinary 
tests” of copartnership. Fertilizer Co. v. Reams, 105 N. C., 283. Ap- 
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plying these principles to the case before us it seems clear that the 
plaintiffs have made out at least a prima facie case of copartnership 
against the defendant Burgwyn. The fact that the said defendant en- 
dorsed the note and made advances to the firm, taking the bill of sale 
as security therefor does not prevent his being liable as a copartner if 
the other elements of a copartnership exist. The note executed pursuant 
to the contract for $5,000 payable in monthly installments of $500, was 
not given for advances made or to be made, and could not have been 
enforced as between the parties except as against the profits of the busi- 
ness. Its payment, it seems, was contingent upon the estimated profits 
of $39,000 which the parties expected to make out of the Blacknall 
contract. It is argued that this $5,000, although usurious, was simply 
in liew of interest, and that under the modification of the law as laid 
down by the House of Lords in Cox v. Hickman and some of the modern 
American decisions, this would not constitute a copartnership. 

In Fertilizer Co. v. Reams, supra, we referred to this departure (310) 
from the ancient doctrine, but stated that it was unnecessary to 
decide whether it would be recognized in this State. Neither is it neces- 
sary to pass upon the question at this time, as the evidence does not 
disclose the existence of such an agreement as that assumed by counsel. 
On the contrary, it appears that the $5,000 was not a “bonus,” and if 
not a bonus we cannot see how it can be regarded as a mere compensa- 
tion in leu of interest, etc. If, upon another trial, this testimony is 
explained and the agreement be such as claimed by counsel, a new and 
interesting question will be presented to the Court; but in the absence 
of testimony to this effect we cannot but infer that it was the under- 
standing that the defendant Burgwyn was to participate in the profits 
as such. 

Neither is it shown, as contended, that the agreement was merely exe- 
cutory. Jt appears that money was advanced under the agreement, and 
the said defendant does not deny that the contract ever went into effect. 
He says the contract with Blacknall “went to pieces,” but he does not 
state at what time. He simply says that not a dollar of profit was made 
out of it as far as he knew. Under the evidence adduced by the plaintiffs 
it is incumbent on the defendant to establish such a defense, and this he 
has not attempted to do. We are, therefore, of the opinion that there 
was error in holding that there was no evidence tending to fix upon the 
said defendant the lability of a partner. We are also of the opinion 
that the testimony offered by the plaintiffs should have been admitted. 

| NEw TRIAL. 


Cited: Jeter v. Burgwyn, 113 N. C., 158; Machine Co. v. Morrow, 
174 N. C., 200.. 
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(311) | 
ELLEN DICKENS et at. v. J. A. LONG ET AL. 


Sale of Decedent's Land for Assets—Collateral Attack by Minor Heirs 
| —Homestead.. 


1. A purchaser at a judicial sale will be protected if the sale was authorized 
by a judgment rendered by a court having jurisdiction of the subject- 
matter and the person, although the judgment might be impeached for 
irregularity. 

2. Minor children of a deceased person who were made parties to a proceeding 
for the sale of their father’s land to pay his debts, and failed to claim 
homestead rights in the land, cannot, after coming of age, maintain an 
action against the grantees of an innocent purchaser under a decree of 
sale rendered in such proceedings to set aside the sale and recover posses- 
sion of the land on the ground that it was the homestead of the deceased 
and as such exempt from payment of his debts “during the minority of 
the children or any one of them.” 


Apprau from Connor, a ., at November Term, 1892, of Prrson. 

The case was heard at April Term, 1891, by Boykin, J., and from 
the judgment then rendered dismissing the action an appeal was taken 
and heard at September Term, 1891, of this Court, and was reported 
in 109 N. C., p. 165, where the facts are fully stated. 

Under leave granted the plaintiffs, after entering a nol. pros. as to 
Hal and Isabella Edwards, amended their complaint by alleging that 
the decedent, their father, ‘whose land was sold, and: which they seek 
to recover, was indebted, and that the debts were not such as to be good | 
against the homestead, and that the land sold, being the homestead, was 
exempt from sale during the minority of the plaintifis, Vinie, Susan 

and Lucy, or either of them, who had no other homestead. 
(312) The defendants demurred to the complaint, assigning as cause: 
1. That under the decision of the Supreme Court, made in this 
cause at September Term, 1891, none of the plaintiffs can further prose- 
cute the present action except Isabella Edwards and her husband, Hal 
Edwards, and as to them the defendants rely upon the answer hareto- 
fore fled. 

2. That none of the other defendants being eae at the sale of 
John R. Chambers, administrator, are affected with notice of any alleged 
fraud or irregularity, but being purchasers at a sale made by the heirs 
at law of Sallie Barnett, or from those who were such purchasers, and 
without notice of any irregularity or fraud, have acquired a good title 
and ask that the same be protected by the court. 

3. That the plaintiffs, who were defendants in the action of John R. 
Chambers, administrator, are estopped by the judgment rendered in 
that action, and the same cannot be impeached in this action brought to 
recover the land. 248 


N. 0.] FEBRUARY TERM, 1892 


DicKENsS v. LONG 


4, That the heirs and administrator of Sallie Barnett are necessary 
parties to any action to impeach the order heretofore made in the action 
‘of J. R. Chambers, administrator, and to have right and justice done 
to the defendants, and to have the heirs of said Sallie Barnett or her 
administrator subrogated to the right of the creditors of Mangum Bar- 
nett, whose debts have been paid by the money of Sallie Barnett if, in 
any event, the said sale can be vacated. 

5. That the plaintifis who were of age at the time of the sale made 
by John R. Chambers have no interest in this action, as the sale was 
good and effectual as to them, and they are bound by the decree ren- 
dered in said action. | 

The court, being governed by its construction and understanding of 
the opinion of the Supreme Court on the former appeal in regard to 
the legal effect of the failure on the part of the administrator to have 
the homestead allotted, overruled the demurrer, the judge settling 
the case on appeal saying that the other averments in the com- (313) 
plaint in regard to the procedure in the special proceedings were 
not considered, and that the judgment had reference entirely to the 
homestead phase of the case. His Honor further stated: “The court in 
its ruling has endeavored to follow the opinion of the Supreme Court. 
Tf it has failed to do so it respectfully disavows any purpose to disregard 
the said opinion.” 

The defendants appealed from the judgment overruling the demurrer, 
and assigned as error: 

The ruling of the court that after the plaintiffs had entered nol. pros. 
as to Hal and Isabella Edwards the other plaintiffs could further prose- 
eute this action, and contend that said ruling is contrary to the opinion 
of the Supreme Court, which allowed the action to be prosecuted in the 
name of Isabella Edwards alone, and decided that the other plaintifis 
were properly nonsuited and must await the result of a direct proceed- 
ing before suing for the possession of the land. That the court erred 
in holding that this action was a direct proceeding for such purpose and 
in accordance with the decision of the Supreme Court. 


W. W. Kitchin for placnicffs. 
J. W. Graham, Merritt & Bryant for defendants. 


Avery, J. When this case was brought before us upon appeal from — 
the rulings of the court in the course of a trial (109 N. C., 165) it was 
held that the action in the then existing state of the pleadings could not 
be maintained by the other plaintiffs, but that as Isabella Edwards and 
her husband, Hal Edwards, were not concluded by the judgment i in the 
special proceeding, she was entitled to be let into possession as a tenant 
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(314) in common, if it should be found that she was an heir at law 

of Mangum Barnett, as was alleged on the one side and denied 
on the other, and had not aliened her interest. After amending their 
complaint so as to allege that none of the debts, for which the adminis- 
trator of said Barnett was licensed to sell, were contracted before 1868, 
or were of such a nature that the homestead of the decedent or his chil- 
dren could be subjected for their satisfaction, the plaintiffs, Isabella 
Edwards and her said husband, entered a nol. pros., and the action is 
now avowedly prosecuted upon the theory that the extrinsic allegations 
as to the character of the debts owing by Barnett give the plaintiffs a 
status in court, and upon proof of their truth entitle them to recover 
on thé ground that they have thus collaterally shown the judgment in 
the special proceeding to have been void ab inetio. By the withdrawal of 
Isabella Edwards as a plaintiff counsel have emphasized their purpose 
to rest their right to recover exclusively on this position. 

The former appeal (109 N. C., 165) was from a ruling of the judge 
below that upon the pleadings and testimony offered before the jury the 
plaintiffs were not entitled to recover. The plaintiffs submitted to a 
judgment of nonsuit, and upon review in this Court a new trial was 
granted and the plaintiffs were allowed to amend their complaint. The 
view, obviously entertained by the judge below on the former trial was 
that whether the action was then treated as a direct proceeding to va- 
cate the decree for sale, as preliminary to a demand for possession in 
the same suit, or simply as an action for possession in which the plain- 
tiffs set forth in advance specific averments as to title, for the purpose 
of showing that the defendants claimed title from the same source, and 
that the conveyance through which they deraigned title was void, in 

either event they had failed, both by allegation and proof, to 
(315) make a prima facve case. Counsel contended on the former ap- 

peal that the original complaint set forth all of the impeaching 
facts, upon proof of which the Court could in one action vacate the 
decree and give judgment for a writ of possession. Eliminating the 
question as to the rights of Isabella Edwards, which is no longer in- 
volved, the Court here sustained the ruling below, assigning as a reason, 
among others for so holding, that even where a plaintiff relied upon a 
sale under execution and a sheriff’s deed in deranging his title if, upon 
an exhibition of the judgment, execution, and levy, 1t did not appear 
whether the judgment was rendered for a debt for which the homestead 
could be subjected or not, he was prima facie entitled to recover, citing 
Mobley v. Griffin, 104 N. C., 112; McCracken v. Adler, 98 N. C., 400, 
and Wilson v. Taylor, 2b., 275, to sustain that view. Considered then 
as a direct attack, and even giving the plaintiffs the benefit of the liberal 
rule applicable to sales under execution, instead of to judicial sales, the 
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original complaint would have fallen short of showing apparent title in 
failing to negative the right to sell under the decree. The first com- 
plaint, considered as an impeachment of the decree because it required 
an illegal sale of a homestead, did not state facts sufficient to warrant a 
judgment vacating it, because of the failure to make the negative aver- 
ment. If they rested their demand for such relief, preliminary to the 
grant of a writ of possession, upon the alleged irregularities in the pro- 
ceeding, then the curative statutes passed from time to time by the 
General Assembly were held to have validated the decree. Ward v. 
Lowndes, 96 N. C., 867; Fowler v. Poor, 93 N. C., 466; Morris v. 
Gentry, 89 N. C., 248; Cates v. Pickett, 97 N. C., 21, and others, sus- 
tain the position. So that in neither aspect of the pleadings were 

the plaintiffs then entitled to recover upon proof of alt that was (316) 
alleged. | | 

Advancing a step further, the original plaintiffs, other than Isabella 
Edwards and her husband, demand in their amended complaint that 
upon proof that the license was granted to create assets for the payment 
of debts, for which the homestead would not have been lable to sale, if 
objection had been made in apt time on behalf of some of the plaintiffs, 
the decree shall be set aside even now after the infants, who were parties 
to the original proceeding, have arrived at maturity, and when the lands 
have passed by a second judicial sale as the property of the purchaser 
at that sale into the hands of strangers who have bought in good faith. 

It seems that the learned judge below was misled, possibly by the 
want of perspicuity in the opinion or the failure to extend the discussion 
so as to anticipate the phase which the case has now assumed, though 
the statement that comes up contains a disavowal of any purpose to 
make a ruling in conflict with that of this Court. 

The statute (The Code, sec. 502) enjoins upon the sheriff the manda- 
tory duty of summoning three discreet persons to appraise and allot a 
homestead to any judgment debtor who is entitled to such exemption, 
before levying an execution in his hands upon the land. Neither his 
ignorance of the rights of a debtor nor his obstinate refusal to recognize 
them will be allowed to defeat the latter’s claim to the benefit of a home 
for which the Constitution provides, though the presumption of law 
prevails in favor of the legality of his action in selling, till a party 
attacking it shows its invalidity because made in disregard of a statute 
enacted to carry into effect the organic law. Mobley v. Griffin and Wil- 
son v. Taylor, supra. The sale by the sheriff was not under a judicial 
decree, and if he flies in the face of a mandatory provision of law, by 
accident or design, his acts must be declared void at the instance of a 
party who shows even collaterally, after a proper averment, that 
. his constitutional rights were disregarded. _ (317) 
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If the judgment in the special proceeding were reversed for irregu- 
larity, a purchaser “at a sale made under and in pursuance of such 
judgment, which was in force and which was authorized will be pro- 
tected. AJl that the purchaser in such case is required to know is that 
the court had jurisdiction of the subject-matter and the person and 
made the judgment, upon the faith of which he purchased, and that such 
judgment authorized the sale.” Hngland v. Garner, 90 N. C., 197; 
Williams v. Johnson, post, 424. The court had the authority in that 
proceeding to order a sale to create assets, and the defendants, as appears 
from the complaint, claimed either directly or indirectly from Sallie 
Barnett, who purchased at the sale under the decree. 

We may add that the beneficent provisions of the Constitution ex- 
empted the homestead from the payment of any debt of the owner “dur- 
ing the minority of the children, or any one of them” (Art. X, sec. 3), 
for the purpose of providing them a home, and where they fail to make 
claim to such exemption as parties to a proceeding which involves their 
right, and suffer a decree to be entered, which is inconsistent with such 
right, they will not be allowed after arriving at years of maturity to 
~ have the decree declared void, and cause innocent purchasers at the sale 
and those claiming under them to suffer by reason of their reliance 
upon the stability and validity of the decree. The plaintiffs, who were 
infants then, are adults now and no longer entitled to the benefits not 
asked in (hei behalf when their right to them was drawn in question. 

Hughes v. Hodges, 102 N. C., 236. 
(318). We think that the court below erred in overruling the demurrer. 
It should have been sustained, with a proviso that the plaintiffs 
might amend upon such terms as might have been thought proper. 
REVERSED. 


Cited: Smith-v. Huffman, 132 N. C., 603; Card v. Finch, 142 N. C., 
146; Johnson v. Whilden, 171 N. C., 156. 


R. W. KING y. WILMINGTON AND WELDON RAILROAD COMPANY. 


Practice —Writ of Recordart, When Used as a “Writ of False 
— dudgment.” 


1. The writ of recordari is authorized by statute (section 545 of The Code) 
and recognized by the decisions of this Court, both as a substitute for an 
appeal from a judgment of a justice of: the peace, in order to have a new 
trial on the merits, and as a writ of pears judgment,” to obtain a reversal 
of an erroneous judgment. 

252 


N.C.) FEBRUARY TERM, 1893 
KING v. R. R. 


2. Where a judgment was rendered by a justice of the peace against the 
defendant, who alleged that no service of the summons was made, he had 
his election to move before the justice, or his successar in office, to set 
aside the judgment or to apply for a writ of recordari as a writ of false 
judgment; and it was error for the judge below to dismiss the petition 
for such writ, without inquiring into the facts, upon the ground that the 
petitioner had mistaken his remedy, and could only proceed by a motion in 

the cause before the justice of the peace to vacate the judgment. 


3. Relief against a final judgment rendered by a justice of the peace, and 
alleged to have been obtained by fraud and collusion between him and 
others, cannot be had by means of a writ of recordari, but must be sought 
by an independent action. 


4, The provision in section 876 of The Code for an appeal in fifteen days after 
notice of Judgment in cases where “the process is not personally served,” 
applies only in cases where the service is by publication, and has no appli- 
cation when the summons is personally served on the agent or officer of a 
eorporation, under section 217 (1) of The Code. 


Pxrtirion for recordari, heard before Bryan, J., at March (319) 
Term, 1892, of Prrv. 

The plaintiff obtained judgment against the defendant before a jus- 
tice of the peace on 14 July, 1891, docketed a transcript of the same on 
9 December, 1891, and on same day execution was issued. The defend- 
ant thereupon filed its petition for a writ of recordari, supersedeas, and 
restraining order, alleging, among other things, lack of jurisdiction of 
the justice of the peace, lack of service of the summons, and fraud and 
collusion between the justice of the peace and others. The plaintiff, 
after filing an answer denying the material allegations of petition, 
moved to dismiss the same on the ground that a motion in the cause was 
the proper remedy.’ From the order of the judge dismissing the petition 
and dissolving the restraining order (which had theretofore issued) the 
defendant appealed. 


T. J. Jarvis and Don Gilliam for plaintoff. 
J. L. Bridgers and J. E. Moore for defendant. 


Crarx, J. The amended petition for recordari avers that there was 
no service of summons upon the defendant or its agent. If so, the judg- 
ment could be set aside at any time upon motion before the justice of 
the peace who tried the cause, or his successor in office. Whitehurst v. 
Transportation Co., 109 N. C., 342. His Honor, being of opinion that 
this was the only remedy, dismissed the petition. The defendant con- 
tends that, at its election, it was entitled to have the writ of recordari in 
the nature of a writ of false judgment. This is the principal question 
in the case. 7 

253. 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [112 
Kine v. R. R. 


At common law, and up to the adoption of the Code of Civil Pro- 
cedure, the writ of recordart served a double purpose, either as a sub- 
stitute for an appeal lost without default of the petitioner, or as 
(320) a writ of false judgment, where the justice did not have jurisdic- 
tion or when judgment was taken without service of process. 
The original Code of Civil procedure of 1868, by section 296 (now The 
Code, sec. 544), abolished writs of error and substituted appeals, but 
did not provide for writs of certiorari and recordari, as was pointed out 
by the Court in Marsh v. Williams, 63 N. C., 871. And thereupon the 
act of 1874-75 (now The Code, sec. 545) was enacted, as follows: “Writs 
of certiorari, recordari, and swpersedeas are hereby authorized as here- 
tofore in use. The writs of certiorari and recordar, when used as sub- 
stitutes for an appeal,” etc. From this it would seem that the writ of 
recordart was authorized to the extent it had been “heretofore in use,” 
and extended to cases other than “when used as substitutes for an 
appeal.” But we are not without express decisions upon the point. In 
Weaver v. Mining Co., 89 N. C., 198, Smith, C. J., says: “The writ of 
recordart, under the former practice, and retained in the new, as has 
been often declared, is used for two purposes—the one, in order to have 
a new trial of the case upon its merits, and this 1s a substitute for an 
appeal from a judgment rendered before a justice; the other, for a 
reversal of an erroneous judgment, performing in this respect the office 
of a writ of false judgment.” In McKee v. Angel, 90 N. C., 60, where 
there was a motion made before the justice to set aside the judgment for 
want of proper service and an appeal from such ruling, the Court held 
that such course was correct, or the defendant could have had his remedy 
by a writ of recordari, in the nature of a writ of false judgment. 
Ashe, J., says, in that case: “There is no doubt that, as soon as he dis- 
covered that such judgment had been rendered against him (2. e., without 
service of process), he might have availed himself of the remedy of a 
recordart, in the nature of a writ of false judgment. But he has failed 
to resort to that remedy, and has had recourse to a motion before 
(3821) the justice who made the judgment to vacate it. Was it in the 
power of the justice to do that? If it was, it was clearly his 
duty to do so.” The Court then go on to cite Hooks v. Moses, 30 N. C., 
88, as authority for the latter course. In the following cases, since the 
Code of Civil Procedure, the use of the writ of recordart as a writ of 
false judgment has been recognized and approved: Caldwell v. Beatty, 
67 N. C., 142; S.c., 69 N. C., 365; Morton v. Rippy, 84 N. C., 611, and 
there are others. 
Nor is there anything in Whitehurst v. Transportation Co., supra, 
which militates against these authorities. In that case the justice’s 
judgment having been docketed in the Superior Court, the defendant 
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brought an action in that court to have the judgment set aside on the 
ground that process had not been served in the case in which judgment 
had been rendered. This Court held that the court below pr operly dis- 
missed the action, since relief could have been had by a motion in the 
cause before the justice to set aside the judgment. But it was not held 
that the defendant might not also have had relief by another proceeding 
in the cause, 2. e., by an application for a recordar. 

As to the other allegation in this application, of fraud and collusion 
between the justice and others, inasmuch as final judgment had been 
rendered, relief could only have been had on that ground by an inde- 
pendent action. Guano Co. v. Bridgers, 98 N. C., 489. The general 
rule is also repeated in Rountree v. Carter, 109 N. C., 29, citing many 
authorities. 

The defendant had its election. Had it proceeded by a motion in the 
cause before the justice, and appealed from the refusal, the finding of 
fact by the justice would not have been conclusive, as would be the find- 
ings upon a similar motion in the Superior Court. Finlayson v. Acci- 
dent Assn., 109 N. C., 196. But probably the defendant pre- | 
ferred the application for a recordari, because, if granted, a (322) 
supersedeas might issue. (See Superior Court Rule 14, 104 
N. C., 939, and Weaver v. Mining Co., supra, which settle the pro- 
cedure in applications for recordari.) Whether there could be a super- 
sedeas upon an appeal from a refusal by the justice to set aside a judg- 
ment may admit of some doubt. 

In reference to the argument made by defendants counsel as to the 
words in The Code, sec. 876, providing for an appeal in fifteen days 
after notice of judgment in cases where “the process is not personally 
served,” it is proper to say that those words apply only in cases where 
the service is by publication and have no application when the sum- 
mons is personally served on the agent or officer of a corporation, under 
The Code, sec. 217 (1). Clark v. Mfg. Co., 110 N. C., 111. 

The court below should have found the facts (Collins v. Gilbert, 65 
N. C., 185; Cardwell v. Cardwell, 64 N. C., 621), and dismissed, or 
have set aside the judgment (McKee v. Angel, 90 N. C., 60), 1n accord- 
ance with tHe law apphecable to such state of facts. The judgment dis- 
missing the petition without inquiry into the facts, upon the ground 
that the defendant had mistaken his remedy and could only proceed by 
a motion in the cause before the justice to vacate the judgment, 1s 

REVERSED. , 


Cited: Gallop v. Allen, 113 N. C., 26; Rhyne v. Inpscombe, 122 N.C.,. 
657; Turner v. Machine Co., 183 N. C., 885; In re Scarborough’s Will, 
139 N. C., 426; Rutherford v. Ray, 147 N. C., 262. 
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(323) 
S. A. WHITE y. C. BARNES. 


Assault—Action for Damages—Judge's Charge. 


1. Where, in an action for assault, there was no material conflict of testimony, 
and that of the defendant put the matter in the most favorable light for 
himself, it was not error for the judge to charge the jury that if they 
believed the defendant’s statement as to the facts (which was equivalent 
to saying that if they believed the evidence in the most favorable light in 
which it could be considered for the defendant), the plaintiff was entitled 

to some damages. 


2. In such action, where there was no evidence showing that the plaintiff 
engaged in or showed a willingness to fight, defendant cannot complain of 
an instruction “that plaintiff is entitled to recover, even though he entered 
the fight willingly.” 

3. Exemplary damages may, in proper cases, be awarded in this State for 
injuries; and, granting that plaintiff was a trespasser on defendant’s 
premises at the time of the first assault on him, that fact would not debar 
bim from recovering exemplary damages for a subsequent assault by 
defendant, who, after his arrest, followed the plaintiff 15 feet and struck 

_ plaintiff a violent blow, while the latter was held by a policeman and 
unable to defend himself. 


Action to recover damages for an assault and battery, tried at Feb- 
ruary Term, 1892, of Wiison, before Bryan, J., and a jury. 

By consent, the following issues were submitted to the jury: 

1. Did the defendant unlawfully assault the plaintiff? 

9. What damage, if any, is plaintiff entitled to recover ? 

To the first issue the response was “Yes,” and to the second, “Five 
hundred dollars.” 
_ J. A. Privett, policeman, testified: “I was on the street in Wilson in 
May, 1890, when defendant and his son came by, and defendant 
said, ‘Come on.’ He kept right on down the street, and I followed him. 
We went to ginhouse; saw a wagon backed up there, and White had 
| been loading it. Barnes asked White what he meant by getting 
(324) things out; said they were his until freight was paid. White 

said, ‘Freight has been paid.’ Barnes said, ‘You’re a liar, and 

Barnes and son both struck White—one, over the eye; the other, on the 
breast; and White took out his knife, but did not open it. I took hold 
of White and took him before me, with his hands pressed down to his 
sides, behind, and had carried him about half-way across the street, at 
least 10 feet from Barnes, when Barnes followed and struck White on 
the nose with a stick. I had White when Barnes struck him. White 
was trying to get away, but no more so than is usual. Stick was about 
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2 feet long. It looked like a pretty severe lick. I took White over to 
Finch’s and set him down; he was bleeding profusely. This was in the 
streets of Wilson, and several people were around.” : 
Cross-examination.—‘Barnes said it was strange, or ridiculous, that 
White should go there to take the things. When we got there White 
had some things out of the house. The door was open. White said they 
were his things; that he did not owe Barnes anything. Barnes first 
struck White with his fist. White did not strike Barnes at all. I took 
hold of White because he had got his knife out and held it in his hands. 
I did not see the knife open. I thought I would take White to stop the 
difficulty. Have known White ever since he came here, two or three 
years ago; he worked like a near-sighted person.” . 
S. A. White, plaintiff, testified: “I am the plaintiff. Mr. Barnes 
came down the street and spoke to me. I was moving a table. He 
asked me what I was going to do with it. I said it was mine. He said, 
‘How came it yours? It was to be mine until freight was paid.’ I said, 
‘The freight is paid.’ He said, ‘You are a liar, and he and his son both 
struck me. I then got out my knife, but did not open it. Privett then 
seized me from behind and pressed my hands down by my sides, 
behind, and Barnes, the defendant, followed and struck mea blow (325) 
on the nose with a stick; damaged my eyesight. I have always 
been near-sighted, but worse since the blow. I have suffered great pain 
since the blow. It gives me great trouble. I was senseless for a while 
after the blow. I bled profusely. The next thing I knew after the blow 
I was in Dr. Anderson’s office. It was eight or nine months before I could 
stand the sun. My nose was corked to stop the bleeding. My business 
is the manufacture of tobacco. I was at that time farming, but was not 
able after the blow to stand the sun. Have now recovered. My services 
were worth $15 per month. I did not tell Barnes he was a liar; did not 
open my knife, and had no intention of opening it.” 
Cross-examination.—“I came to Wilson in 1889; brought a couple of 
negroes with me. Came to manufacture tobacco. Machinery was 
shipped in name of Mr. Barnes; $53 freight was due on it. I did not 
tell Barnes to pay freight and hold machinery until he was repaid. 
Machinery was taken out of depot in June. Barnes paid $20 board for 
me. J paid him back, working for him. I did not leave until Barnes 
said he was not going into the business. When I came back I found the 
~ house locked up with different lock. I asked Barnes for the keys; he 
refused. I then went to the house and opened the window and went in. 
I had rented the house myself, and it was mine, and I had a right to go 
in it. I had a wagon there, and some things had been put on it. Barnes 
and his son and Privett came up. Barnes said, ‘What are you doing 
with that table? I said, ‘It is mine.” He said, ‘How came it yours? 
I said, ‘I brought it here.’ ” ORT 
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There was testimony by other witnesses for the plaintiff corroborating 
him and showing the aggravated nature of the assault and serious 
character of the wound inflicted. | 
(826) The defendant testified as follows: “Am defendant. In June, 
| - 1870, these fixtures were shipped to me from Rocky Mount; they 
stayed in warehouse some time. I was afraid the whole thing was not 
worth $54. White opened the window of the house and went in and 
took out things. I took things by claim and delivery. He took them 
again. He took some things that were mine. I called White a lar; he 
said I was another, and I struck him; then he took out his knife, and 
my son struck him; then the policeman took him and started across the 
street with him. When he had gotten some 15 feet away some one called 
out that White had his knife out, and I then got a stick and struék him 
with it. I told White, before this, that if he had anything in the house, 
to get key and get it out. I do not know that he opened the knife. I 
think that, before this, I had been very kind to the old man.” 
Cross-examination.—“I have no harm against him. I went down 
there to arrest him, and I took the policeman along for that purpose. 
When he took out his knife, my son said, ‘Stand back; I'l] attend to 
him.’ I don’t know that he drew his knife on me. I struck him with 
a little hoop. I have never offered to pay his doctor’s bill. I have not 
spoken to him or showed him any kindness since I struck him. I have 
been indicted for fighting, and convicted. JI was under bond to keep the 
peace when I struck White. White was under arrest and in the hands 
of the policeman when I struck him, but he was trying to get away from 
the policeman. -I struck him because some one said he had a knife and 
he was about to get away from the policeman. I took out claim and 
delivery before the fight.” (He is here shown his claim and delivery 
papers and asked if they do not show that they were dated after the 
fight, which he admits, but says that he took -them-out before the fight.) 
“White and I rented the house jointly; that 1s, I told him to rent 
(327) the house and I would stand his security. I thought White had 
surrendered. possession to me.’ 
Redirect.—“I was tried for this assault.” | 
James D. Barnes, son of defendant, testified as follows: “Am son of 
defendant. Went down the street with Privett and father. I had told 
father that White had broken into house and was taking things out. 
The table was made there. White said it was his table. Father said 
he was a liar, and struck him. I struck him one heck. Privett took 
White across street. Some one said, ‘He has a knife.” Father picked up 
stick, followed, and struck White across nose. Stick was willow and 
weighed 8 ounces. We were arrested and carried up town.” 
Cross-examination—‘Father got stick off ground. White was trying 
to open his knife when I struck.” 5... 
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The plaintiff requested the court, in writing, to charge the jury: 

1. That if the jury believe the defendant’s statement as to the facts in 
this case, the plaintiff is entitled to recover some damages. (Given, and 
defendant excepted. ) | 

2. If the jury shall believe that Barnes struck White with the stick 
described in the evidence, and broke his nose, the plaintiff is entitled to 
recover, even though the jury believe that White entered into the fight 
willingly. Bel? v. Bay 48 N. C., 131. (Given, and defendant ex- 
cepted. ) 

3. That this is an action of tort, and in such actions, if the jury 
believe that the act complained of was attended with circumstances of 
ageravation or oppression, the jury may, in their discretion, give exem- 
plary damages. (Given, and defendant excepted.) 

The defendant requested his Honor to charge as follows, each of 
which his Honor refused, and defendant excepted : 

1. If you find that Mr. White was a trespasser, that he had no right 
to remove the property, then in no eyent can you give him more than 
actual damages, and the circumstances of aggravation and provocation 
on the part of Mr. White (if such there be) are to be considered 
by you as tending to reduce the actual damages to a nominal (328) 
sum. } 

2. If you believe that at any time during the affray Mr. White fought 
willingly, or made any attempt to strike Mr. Barnes when the same was 
not absolutely necessary for the protection of his person, then White 
can recover only actual damages, and any circumstances of provocation 
or aggravation may be considered as tending to reduce the recovery to a 
nominal sum. 

3. In no aspect of the case can the defendant recover more than actual 
damages. 

His Honor, among other things, charged the jury: “That if they 
believed the evidence they would find the first issue ‘Yes.’ In assessing 
damages of the plaintiff in the action, the jury are at liberty to take 
into account the extent of plaintifi’s injuries, so far as shown by the 
evidence; the pain and suffering endured by him, if any, in consequence 
of said injuries; his loss of time and the cost of medical attendance, and 
award such damages as you think right and proper. And if you find 
that the assault and battery was maliciously, willfully and wantonly 
committed on the plaintiff, and that he was seriously injured and dam- 
aged theréby, then you are not confined to the actual damage proved, 
but you may give, in addition thereto, such exemplary damages, or smart 
money, as in your judgment will be just and proper, as a punishment to 
the defendant, in view of all the facts and circumstances proved on the 
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trial. The damages are to be fixed by the jury, under all the circum- 
stances of the case; ge amount is left largely to the common sense and 
discretion of the jury.” 

His Honor further told the jury that “An illegal act is wanton when 

it is needless for any rightful purpose, without any rightful 
(829) provocation, and manifests a reckless indifference to the rights 
of others.” 

At the conclusion of the judge’s charge, the defendant’s counsel asked 
the court, orally, to charge that the jury might take into consideration, 
in mnitization of damages, the fact that the defendant had been con- 
victed and fined for the assault and battery. His Honor responded that 
he had already told the jury that they could consider all circumstances 
and facts proved by the defendant or appearing in the evidence of the 
plaintiff tending to mitigate the damages. The court told the jury that 
they could consider the fine that defendant paid, and “to consider all the 
facts and circumstances.” 

There was judgment according to the verdict for plaintiff, and defend- 
ant appealed. 


G. V. Strong, F. A. Woodard, and Battle & Mordecai for plaintiff. 
Woodard & Yarborough for eae: 


MacRax, J. There was no exception to the charge of his Honor upon 
the first issue. The testimony of all the witnesses to the assault was, 
that after the plaintiff was being carried off by the policeman, his arms 
held closely to his sides from behind, so as to render him powerless even 
to defend himself, the defendant followed him some 10 or, according to 
defendant’s own testimony, 15 feet, and auc him i in the face, inflicting 
very serious injury. 

The contention was as to the anaes upon the second issue. The 
first exception was to the charge, that if the jury believed the defend- 
ant’s statement as to the facts 3 in this case, the plaintiff was entitled to 
some damages. 

There was no material conflict in the testimony; that of defendant 
himself put the matter in the most favorable light for him. While it 

has been often held that where there is conflicting testimony it is 
(330) improper for the court to sélect one of the witnesses and instruct 

the jury that if they believe him they will find according to the 
direction of the court, this is not at variance with the common practice 
in the trial of criminal actions, for the judge to tell the jury that if they 
believed the defendant’s own statement they should find him guilty, or, 
in civil actions, where there is no conflict in the evidence, to put the case 
to the jury upon the admissions of a defendant in his own testimony. 
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We take from defendant’s brief Anderson v. Steamboat Co., 64 N. C., 
399, which holds that in case there are a number of witnesses who con- 
tradict each other, it would be improper generally for the court to set 
up one of them and instruct the jury that if they believe him they 
must find their verdict in a particular way; and in Brem v. Allison, 68 
N. C., 412, where it is said that there may be cases where it would be 
proper, but generally it 1s safer to put the case to the jury upon all 
the evidence, with proper explanations. In this case his Honor said, in 
effect, that if the jury believed the evidence in the most favorable hght 
in which it could be considered for defendant, the plaintiff was entitled 
to some damages, and in this we concur without hesitation. 

The defendant has no right to complain of the second prayer of plain- 
tiff, which was given by his Honor to the jury, that the plaintiff was 
entitled to recover, even though the jury believed he entered into the 
fight willingly; this proposition was correct in the abstract, but there 
was no fight—there was nothing to indicate the willingness of plaintiff 
to fight, unless it be the testimony of defendant, “I called White a har, 
he said I was another, and I struck him. He took out his knife, and my 
son struck him; then the policeman took him and started across the 
street with him. When he had gotten some 15 feet away, some one 
called out that White had his knife out, and I then got a stick 
and struck him with it.” According to al of the other witnesses ( 331) 
testifying to the assault, the plaintiff never opened his knife. 

It will be observed that the words used in the instruction, that the 
plaintiff is entitled to recover, were upon the second issue, upon which 
- defendant contended that plaintiff was not entitled to recover damages. 
In the sense used, they differ entirely from the same words as referred 
to in that line of cases where it is held that, upon issues submitted, it is 
not proper for the judge to instruct the jury that the plaintiff is, or 1s 
not, entitled to recover, because that was not the question involved in the 
issue, but was for the judge to determine upon their findings of fact in 
response to the issue. | 

The defendant’s counsel, in their brief, earnestly contend that if the 
plaintiff were a trespasser and had no right to remove the property, in 
no event can he recover more than actual damages; indeed, that the 
ageravation and provocation on the part of the plaintiff should reduce 
it to nominal damages. But it appears by all the testimony that there 
was a contention between plaintiff and defendant as to the true owner- 
ship of the property, and the plaintiff, at the time of the assault upon 
him, was in possession of it. If it had appeared that the plaintiff was a 
trespasser upon defendant’s property at the time of the first assault by 
defendant and his son, the second and subsequent violent and unpro- 
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voked blow in the face, given by defendant with a stick while plaintiff 
was held by the arms and unable even to defend himself, was, to say the 
least, “attended with circumstances of aggravation and oppression.” 

There is no evidence that plaintiff fought willingly or made an 
attempt to strike defendant. We cannot, at this late day, open the ques- 
tion as to the right to recover exemplary damages in North Carolina in 

proper. cases; 1t has been too long settled for us now to be called 
(332) upon to cite authorities or enter upon a discussion of the reason 
upon which the principle is based. 

We are much inclined to doubt whether the jury intended to give 
exemplary damages in the present case; their moderation would seem to 
have kept them within the strict bounds of compensation for the injuries 
inflicted. 

We think his Honor fairly instructed the jury. It was not practicable 
for him to array the testimony and present it with the law bearing upon 
it in its different aspects, for it was all one way; it disclosed a violent 
assault without provocation. At this distance, and by the light of the 
testimony, 1t seems to us that the officer of the law arrested the wrong 
man, deprived him of his first right of self-defense, and permitted the 
defendant to strike “the old man” in the face with a stick while he was 
wrongfully held in custody. 

What we have said disposes of all the exceptions. 

No ERROR. 


Oited: Hansley v. R. R., 115 N. C., 612; Lewis v. Fountain, 168 
N. C., 280. 


W. L. FAISON, Casuier or CLINTON LOAN ASSOCIATION, ET AL, AND W. A. 
DUNN, REcrtver, v. J. L. STEWART, Apmr. or JOHN ASHFORD, ET At. 


Partnership—Borrowing Partner—Statute of Limitations. 


Where a member of an unincorporated joint stock association (which is a 
partnership) borrows money from the association, he assumes toward the 
other members or partners the position of a trustee, and is bound to 
account with them whenever they may call upon him to do so, and hence 
the statute of limitations does not begin to run in his favor until such 
demand. The fact that the note, the evidence of the indebtedness, is made 
payable to the cashier of the association does not change the relations of 
the parties. 


(333)  Appran from Winston, J., at April Term, 1892, of Saarpson. 
3 From a judgment in favor of defendants, plaintiff Dunn, re- 
ceiver, appealed. 262 
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The facts are sufficiently stated in the opinion of the Court. 


LR. O. Burton for plaintiffs. 
Allen & Dortch and Battle & Mordecai for apenas. 


Burwett, J. This action was brought by all the members of the 
joint stock company known as the Clinton Loan Association, except the 
defendant’s intestates, John Ashford and J. R. Beaman, to recover cer- 
tain sums of money due the said association and evidenced by promis- 
sory notes not under seal, payable to the cashier, who was also one of 
the stockholders or members. J. i Beaman was living when the suit 
was begun. 

While the action was pending at we Term, 1891, the corporation 
known as the Clinton Loan Association became the owner of all the 
assets of the joint stock company of that name, and was made plaintiff. 
Afterwards, W. A. Dunn was appointed receiver of this corporation, 
_according to the provisions of chapter 155, Laws 1891, and he became 
plaintiff, and has appealed to this Court from the judgment of the 
Superior Court, excepting to that judgment because his Honor, being 
“of the opinion that the right of action on all said notes upon which 
three years have elapsed since last payment thereon was barred by the 
statute of limitations,” declared that he could not recover on such notes. 

We have decided in Hanstein v. Johnson, ante, 258, and Bain v. Loan 
Association, ante, 248, that the joint stock company of which the | 
plaintiffs and defendants were members, and which did a general (334) 
banking business under the name of the Clinton Loan Associa- 
tion, was a partnership. It follows that the debts due from the defend- 
ants to the plaintiff are debts due from two members of a copartnership 
to the firm for money borrowed from the firm. The fact that the notes 
were made payable to the cashier of the Clinton Loan Association does 
not affect the relations of the parties to this controversy. The real 
ereditor 1s the partnership, called a joint stock company, of which this 
cashier was an agent or servant. As cashier he was not a necessary 
party to this action, nor would he be to any action brought on a note 
payable to him, as the notes involved in this action are, for now actions 
must be brought in the name of “the real party in interest.” It might 
well be argued that the statute of imitations cannot protect the defend- 
ants, for the reason that no suit could be brought on any of the notes 
mentioned in the complaint till a dissolution of the firm, for the reason 
that, as a general rule, one partner cannot sue another partner in such 
an action. But the right of the plaintiff, receiver, to have judgment on 
all the notes, notwithstanding the lapse of time, can be put on even bet- 
ter ground. It is said in Patterson v. Lilly, 90 N. C., 82, that “The 
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functions, rights and duties of partners, in a great measure, comprehend 
those of both trustees and agents.” When, within the scope of the busi- 
ness of the firm, a partner does any act in the name of the partnership, 
he binds all his associates, for he is in all such matters their agent, as 
they,are his. And where a partner takes into his own possession or 
borrows from the firm, or appropriates to his own use, any of the assets 
of the copartnership, he assumes toward the other partners the position 
of a trustee, and is bound to account with them for the assets so taken 
or appropriated or borrowed whenever the other partners make 
(335) demand upon him so to do. No time runs in his favor till such 
demand is made. It 1s alleged in the complaint, and admitted in ~ 
the answer, that plaintiffs’ demand upon the defendants for the payment 
of all these notes, due from them to the firm, was made “recently, before 
the commencement of this action.” 3 
These general principles of the law of partnership are especially appli- 
cable to the peculiar facts of the case before us. These borrowing part- 
ners were of those to whom the management of the partnership business 
was entrusted. They were directors of the concern. It was their duty 
to see that notes due the firm were collected. The articles of agreement 
so provided. Directing and managing partners of a banking firm who 
allow notes, on which they are liable, to remain so long unpaid can only 
escape a charge of that crassa negligentia that is closely akin to fraud 
by asserting that their purpose was to pay these obligations whenever 
the exigencies of the firm required them so to do, and that they knew 
that no lapse of time would protect them from the just demands of their 
copartners and creditors. ok 
REVERSED. 


Cited: Dunn v. Johnson, 115 N. C., 256; Baker v. Brown, 151 N. C., 
15; Chatham v. Realty Co., 180 N. C., 504. 


(336) 


H. N. SNOW anp ELLINGTON, ROYSTER & CO. v. THE BOARD OF 
COMMISSIONERS OF DURHAM COUNTY. 


Contract—Claim Against County—M aterials Furnished Subcontrac- 
-tors—Priorities. | 


Where county commissioners contracted with E. & Co. to build a courthouse, 
who sublet the plumbing and piping to S., who, in his turn, assigned it to 
B. and took B.’s ‘note, and in payment of a small sum due the contractors 
by him transferred it to the contractors, with an agreement, assented to 


264 


N.C] FEBRUARY TERM, 1893 
SNow vu. COMMISSIONERS 


by B., that they would pay to 8S. the amount of the note (less the small 
sum due by 8. to them) out of the money to become due to B. from them, 
and B. subsequently became indebted to R. & Co. for materials used in 
completing the plumbing contract, and the commissioners, by a lien filed 
by R. & Co., the materialmen, paid the latter the balance due E. & Co. on 
the contract for the whole work: Held, (1) that a courthouse cannot be 
subjected to a lien for labor or material; (2) that the county commis- 
Sioners are liable to 8. for the amount which the contractors agreed to 
pay him out of the sum due B. from them ;g(3) the materialmen, R. & Co., 
being creditors of B. only, are entitled to recover of the money in the 
county commissioners’ hands no more than was due B. under the agree- 
ment in force when the claim for materials originated, which was the 
difference between the contract price of the work done by B. and the sum 
which the contractors had agreed to pay to S., B.’s assignor. 


Appra from Connor, J., at Fall Term, 1892, of Duruam. 

The parties duly waived trial by jury, and consented for the court to 
hear and determine all questions of law and fact. Pursuant thereto, the — 
court heard the testimony and found the following facts: 

The plaintiffs, W. J. Ellington, L. H. Royster, and B. F. Park, doing 
business under the firm name and style of Ellington, Royster & Co., in 
the city of Raleigh, N. C., on 5 July, 1887, entered into a contract, in 
writing, with the defendant, the Board of Commissioners of Durham 
County, whereby they undertook to erect, in the town of Durham, in 
said county, a public courthouse, in accordance with certain plans and 
specifications therein referred to. A copy of said contract is hereto 
attached, marked Exhibit “A.” That as a part of said plan and speci- 
fications 1t was provided that certain plumbing and piping were to be 
placed in said courthouse; that said Ellington, Royster & Co. contracted 
with Goodwin & Co. to do the said plumbing and piping, and the said 
Goodwin & Co. transferred their said contract to the plaintiff H. N. 
Snow, and on 26 October, 1888, the said H. N. Snow transferred 
the said contract to J. C. Brewster, of Raleigh, N. C. A copy of (3837) 
said transfer is hereto attached, marked Exhibit “B.” Goodwin 
& Co. were to receive for said plumbing and piping the sum of $1,200 
from the said Ellington, Royster & Co. Goodwin & Co. and H. N. 
Snow had, for the purpose of completing said work, purchased certain 
material, which they transferred to said J. ©. Brewster, together with 
some tools, ete. In consideration of the said assignment and the said 
material and tools, etc., the said J. C. Brewster, on 26 October, 1888, 
executed to the plaintiff H. N. Snow his promissory note for $694.46, 
to be due 15 January, 1889. Said Ellington, Royster & Co. had notice 
of, and assented to, the assignment to said J. C. Brewster. There was 
an agreement, made after the execution of the note, on the part of said 
J. C. Brewster, with said H. N. Snow, that the said note should be paid 
out of the money coming to him from the commissioners of Durham on 
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account of the plumbing and piping of the said courthouse. Ellington, 
Royster & Co. had notice of, and assented to, this agreement. The said 
Ellington, Royster & Co. having a claim against the plaintiff H. N. 
Snow on account of some work—work included in said contract—for 
$38, the said H. N. Snow, on 11 December, 1888, endorsed the said note 
to them, with the agreement, made on said day, that they were to receive 
the money therefor from sayj amount due Brewster from said work, and, 
after deducting said sum, pay the balance to the said H. N. Snow, and 
said J. C. Brewster was a party to this said agreement. 

The defendant board of commissioners were notified of the plaintiffs’ 
claim and the agreement between J. C. Brewster, Ellington, Royster 
& Co., and the plaintiff on 1 April, 1889, after the said courthouse and — 

said plumbing and piping had been completed. The said plumb- 
(338) ing and piping was the last work done on said courthouse. 
J ames Robertson, trading under the frm name and style of 
James Robertson & Co., of the elty of Baltimore, Md., between 6 Novem- 
ber, 1888, and the 23d of said month, furnished to the said J. C. Brew- 
ster plumbing and piping material, which were used by the said Brew- 
ster in and on,account of the said courthouse, of the value of $904.08, 
which sum said Brewster failed to pay the said James Robertson & Co. 
The said James Robertson & Co., on 19 December, 1888, filed in the 
office of the clerk of the Superior Court of Durham County notice of 
lien on said courthouse and all unpaid balance due or to become due 
from the Board of Commissioners of Durham County to said Ellington, 
Royster & Co., and from Ellington, Royster & Co. to Goodwin & Co., or 
to H. Ni. Snow, surviving partner of said Goodwin & Co., or to J. C. 
Brewster as subcontractor, . . . to an amount sufficient to pay the 
aforesaid bills for material, amounting to $904.08. (See Lien Book, 
Lien No. 178.) A copy of said lien is hereto attached, marked Exhibit 
“©.” The defendant board paid to the said Ellington, Royster & Co. all 
of the contract price for building said courthouse, except $86, which 
was the balance due J. C. Brewster on account of the plumbing and 
piping. 
On 1 April, 1889, the defendant board of commissioners notified 
Messrs. Ellington, Royster & Co., James Robertson & Co., J. C. Brewster 
and the plaintiff H. N. Snow that they were ready to pay said sum to 
whomsoever it might be lawfully due, and the said parties, in 
(339) person and by their attorneys, appeared before said board and 
asserted their respective claims to said sum. The said Ellington, 
Royster & Co. and plaintiff H. N. Snow protested against the payment 
of said sum to any one save themselves, and the said James Robertson 
& Co., by their attorney, W. A. Guthrie, claiming said sum by virtue of 
the aforesaid lien, the defendant board of commissioners thereupon noti- 
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fied the said parties claiming said sum that they would leave the said 
- sum in the hands of the treasurer of the county for a reasonable length 
of time, until the parties claiming the same should establish their right . 
thereto by the judgment of some competent court. No action was 
instituted to have the right of either of said parties to said sum adjudi- 
cated, and on 3 June, 1889, the defendant board of commissioners paid 
the sum over to W. A. Guthrie, attorney for James Robertson, in the 
discharge of the aforesaid lien. The plaintiffs have demanded the pay- 
ment of so much of said sum as is necessary to discharge the said note 
and interest thereon, and the defendants have refused to pay the same. 
The plaintiffs thereupon, on 27 December, 1890, instituted this action to 
recover the said amount. 

The court, upon the forgoing facts, adjudged that the plaintiffs re- 
cover of the defendant board of commissioners, for the use of the plain- 
tiff, H. N. Snow, the sum of $694.48, with interest thereon from 15 
January, 1886, together with the cost in this behalf expended, to be 
taxed by the clerk. The defendants excepted and appealed. 

The material parts of Exhibits “A,” “B” and “C” referred to in case 
on appeal are as follows: 

Exhibit A.—Articles of agreement between Ellington, Royster & Co. 
and the board of commissioners of Durham County, in which it is stated 
that the former will in a workmanlike manner build and finish 
a courthouse in the town of Durham, according to plans and (340) 
specifications made a part of this contract, and that they are to 
furnish all material and labor; and the said commissioners agree to pay 
therefor $19,900, in certain installments mentioned, ete. 

Exhibit B.—The contract was transferred to J. C. Brewster, who 
agreed to carry out fully all work required of Goodwin & Co., in fulfill- 
ment of the contract, and to receive all payment for same (this was the 
contract made between Goodwin & Co., of Durham, and Ellington, Roy- 
ster & Co., the same being signed by H. N. Snow for Goodwin & Co., and 
by J. C. Brewster). 

Exhibit C.—Baltimore, 1 December, 1888. . James Robertson & Co. 
in account with J. C. Brewster. This account shows the material fur- 
nished for plumbing, etc., in said courthouse, amounting in the aggre- 
gate to $904.08. Robertson & Co. subsequently filed a lien for said 
materials against Brewster, Goodwin & Co., Ellington, Royster & Co. 
and the board of commissioners of Durham County to secure payment 
of said $904.08, the said lien being filed upon the said new courthouse 
building and the lot and premises on which the same is situated and 
being erected, together with his claim for a hen as a material man upon 
all unpaid balances due from the said board of commissioners from 
Ellington, Royster & Co., and from Ellington, Royster & Co. to Good- 
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win & Co., or to H. N. Snow, surviving partner of Goodwin & Co., or 
to J. C. Brewster as a subcontractor as aforesaid, or to John Devereux, 
_Jr., trustee of Brewster, under a certain deed of assignment from Brew- 
ster to Devereux, and registered in the county of Wake, to an amount 
sufficient to pay said Robertson & Co. the above sum for materials fur- 
nished as aforesaid. 


(841) Fuller & Fuller for plaintcffs. 
Boone & Parker and W. A. Guthrie for defendants. 


BurweEtu, J. We find no error in the judgment from which the 
defendants have appealed. 
By the terms of the contract between the plaintiffs, Ellington, Royster 
& Co., and the defendant board of commissioners the latter were bound 
to pay to said plaintiffs the price agreed upon for the building of the 
courthouse. So far as appears they have never waived their rights to 
any part of this sum, nor consented that the commissioners should pay 
to any other person what was due to them upon the completion of the 
work they had agreed to do. A portion of their work was the “plumbing 
and piping,” which was done by J. C. Brewster, not for defendants or 
on their credit, but for Ellington, Royster & Co., and on their credit. 
The defendants have never owed Brewster any money for that work. 
The relation of debtor and creditor has not existed between them. But 
that relation did exist between Brewster and Ellington, Royster & Co. 
by virtue of the subcontract made by them for the “plumbing and pip- 
ing” with Goodwin & Co., and by them assigned to Snow, and by him 
assigned to Brewster. It was entirely competent for Ellington, Royster 
& Co., the debtor, and Brewster, the creditor, to agree that Snow should 
recelve a certain part of the money to become due from them to brew- 
ster. No third party had acquired any lien on the fund. And no one 
now can complain because Ellington, Royster & Co. agreed to pay to 
Snow a certain portion of the money to become due to Brewster, the 
amount so to be paid being evidenced by a note given by Brewster to 
Snow, or because Brewster agreed to accept the difference between the 
contract price of the “plumbing and piping” and the sum so to be 
(342) paid Snow im full satisfaction of his demand against Ellington, 
Royster & Co. The effect of the arrangement between these 
parties was as if Brewster had drawn a draft on Ellington, Royster & 
Co. in favor of Snow for the sum mentioned in the note, to be paid out 
of the contract price, and Ellington, Royster & Co. had accepted the 
draft. | 7 : 
If the agreement between Snow and Brewster as to the manner of the 
payment of the note, to wit, out of the fund to be in the hands of Elling- 
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ton, Royster & Co., had not been assented to by them, it would have been 
in effect as if a draft had been drawn as above’ stated and Ellington, 
Royster & Co. had not accepted it, and there might have been presented 
to our consideration the question whether or not the agreement between 
Brewster and Snow amounted to an assignment by the former to the 
latter of the sum named in the note out of the total sum in the hands of 
Ellington, Royster & Co. But we have here no controversy between the 
holders of the fund, Ellington, Royster & Co., and the claimant to a part 
of it, Snow. They admit their agreement with Snow and their liability 
thereon and only insist that their debtors, the defendants, shall pay 
what is due them under the original contract so as to enable them to 
carry out their agreement with Brewster and Snow. To this recovery 
Robertson & Co. have no right to object. They are creditors of Brewster 
and of Brewster alone, and by no action of theirs or of Brewster’s can 
they recover of his debtor more than is due him under the agreement 
in force when their claim against him for materials originated, and 
that, as we have seen, was the difference between the contract price of 
the plumbing and piping and the sum which Ellington, Royster & Co. 
had agreed to pay to Snow for Brewster, and that sum they have re- 
ceived and may retain without objection on the part of the plaintiffs. 
Nor can the defendants defeat the recovery of plaintiffs by 
showing that they have paid the sum sued for to Robertson & Co. (343) 
in order to discharge their alleged lien, for, in the first place, a 
courthouse cannot be made subject to any lien for labor or materials, 
and, in the second place, if it be conceded that the lienors acquired 
thereby a lien on the money due from defendants to Ellington, Royster 
& Co., or on the money due from Ellington, Royster & Co. to Brewster, 
still the limit of their lien was the net amount due Brewster after de- 
ducting what they had assumed to pay to Snow. 
AFFIRMED. 


Cited: Satterthwaite v. Hllis, 129 N. C., 71; Gastoma v. Engineering 
Co., 181 N. C., 362; Hardware Co. v. Graded School, 150 N. C., 681; 
Hall «. J ones, 151 N. C., 424; Hardware Co. v. Schools, 1b., 509; Hach 
inson v. Comrs., 172 N. C., 845, 
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W. P. MAYO v. WESTERN UNION TELEGRAPH COMPANY. 
Telegraph Companies—Ratlroad Commission, Jurisdiction of. 


1. The Railroad Commission Act (chapter 320, Laws 1891) confers upon the 
commission no power to prescribe rules or regulations for telegraph com- 
panies other than those directed by section 26 of said act, which requires 
it to fix rates, etc. 

2. For a violation of the rules prescribed by the commission fixing rates for 
messages, the commission may serve notice of such violation on the 
offender, and may, on hearing, direct full compensation to the injured 
party, enforceable by civil action, under section 10. 


8. Where a complaint against a telegraph company charges defendant with 
specific instances of unnecessary delay in transmitting and delivering mes- 
sages, but alleges no violation of the regulations of the commission pre- 
scribing the rates of charges for messages, it states no cause of action 
under the act. 


This case was commenced before the Ratlroad Commission by petition 
of plaintiff, a resident of Mount Airy, who complained that in two 
instances the defendant corporation was negligent, and unnecessarily 

delayed the transmission of messages between himself and his cor- 
(344) respondents at Henderson and Winston, to his serious inconven- 

ience and damages. The petitions alleged that the defendant is 
subject to the act of Assembly establishing the Railroad Commission 
and providing for the general supervision of railroad, steamboat or 
canal companies, express and telegraph companies doing business in the 
State of North Carolina. The prayer of the petition was as follows: 

“That the defendant may be required to answer the charges herein, 
and ‘that after due hearing and investigation, an order be made com- 
manding the defendant to cease and desist from said violation of the act 
to provide for the supervision of railroad, steamboat or canal com- 
panies, express and telegraph companies doing business in the State of 
North Carolina, and for such other and further orders as the commission 
may deem necessary in the premises.” 

The defendant filed a demurrer, assigning as grounds thereof that— 

1. The court has no surisdiction of the subject of this action. | 

2. That the petitions do not state facts sufficient to constitute a cause 
of action, because it is not alleged that the acts complained of were in 
violation of any rule or regulation provided and preseribed by the com- 
mission. 

The commissioners overruled the demurrer and required the defendant 
to answer, whereupon defendant appealed to the Superior Court of - 
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Wake County, at the October Term, 1892, of which Bryan, J., sustained 
the demurrer and dismissed the case, from which judgment plaintiff 
appealed. 


Rk. O. Burton for plaintsff. 
Strong & Strong for defendant, 


MacRasg, J. We had occasion, at last term, in Hupress Co. (845) 
v. R. #., 111 N. C., 463, to consider the scope and purpose of the . 
Railroad Commission Aet, ch. 820, Laws 1891, and to remark upon the 
failure of the act to define with more exactness the powers and duties 
of this important function. There was no difficulty, however, in reach- 
ing the conclusion that ample authority was conferred upon the com- 
mission to entertain and pass upon complaints for violations of the rules 
and regulations respecting matters embraced within section 4 of the act. 
We may now extend this conclusion as to the authority of the commis- 
sion to, all subjects with regard to which the act in question directs or 
empowers them to make rules and regulations; and it will be our duty 
to inquire as to the extent of such authority as conferred by said act. 

Confining ourselves to the question before us—section 5 directs the 
commission to make reasonable and just rates of freight and passenger 
tariff; reasonable and just rules and regulations tv be observed by all 
railroad companies doing business in this State, as to charges at any 
and all stations for the necessary handling and delivering of freight; 
such just and reasonable regulations as may be necessary for preventing 
unjust discrimination In the transportation of freight and passengers 
on the railroads in the State; reasonable and just rates of charges for 
use of railroad cars carrying any and all kinds of freight and passengers 
on said railroad; just and reasonable rules and regulations to be observed 
by said salvond companies to prevent the giving, paying or receiving 
of any rebate or bonus, directly or indirectly, and from misleading or 
deceiving the public in any manner as to the real rates charged for 
freight or passengers. | 

By section 6 the commission is empowered to make, conjointly (346) 
with carriers of freight to and from points beyond the limits of 
the State, special rates for the purpose of developiug manvfactures, ete. 4 
in the State. 

By section 7 it is required that they shall make rates of charges for 
transportation of passengers and freights and cars, subject to the right 
of appeal to the Superior Court. And section 9 provides for such rules 
and regulations concerning contracts and agreements between railroad 
companies as to freight and passenger rates as may then be deemed 
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Section 13 extends the meaning of the words “such companies” and 
“railroad companies” to all corporations, companies or individuals own- 
ing or operating railroads, steamboats, canals, express business and tele- 
graph. lines. 

And section 26 requires the commission to make rates of charges by 
express companies and for the transmission of messages by any telegraph 
line or lines doing business in this State, and provides for penalties upon 
said companies for charging higher rates than those fixed by the com- 
mission, actions to recover said penalties to be brought as prowace in 
section 7. 

Section 10 provides for notice to railroad companies ( and by virtue 
of section 18 this term will embrace telegraph lines) violating these 
rules and regulations, and for ample and full recompense for the wrong 
and injury done thereby, to be directed by the commission, and to be 
enforced by penalties to be fixed by the judge of the court in which the 
action shall be tried, which penalties are to be recovered by action in the 
name of the State. 

We have thus examined the statute with a view to ascertain the powers 
and duties of the commission as to the making of rules and regulations 
and the enforcing of the same; it was not necessary to refer to the power 
given to make rules of procedure, nor to consider the effect of chapter 

498, Laws 1891, making the commission a court of record. | 
(347) It will be observed that all of these sections are highly penal 

in their nature, and intelligent minds will at once concede that 
while it is our duty to interpret the whole law in a fair and even liberal 
spirit in order to reach its true intent, we are likewise required by all 
the principles of construction not to extend this interpretation beyond 
the plain and evident meaning of the words employed, in that sense 
which will ascertain the policy and object of the Legislature. _ 

There is nothing to show the intent of the statute to give to the com- 
mission power to prescribe other rules and regulations for telegraph 
lines than those directed in section 26, with regard to their charges 
for the transmission of messages, as neither of the other sections could 
be made to apply to telegraph, even if the same had been specifically 
named. 

In our opinion, for any violation of the she prescribed by the com- 
mission, fixing the rates to be charged for transmission of messages by 
- telegraph, the commission may cause notice to be served upon the com- 
panies or persons charged with such violation. And upon a proper 
hearing before them under such procedure as they may legally prescribe, 
they may ascertain and direct ample and full recompense to be made 
by the company, corporation or person so offending against said rules, 
which recompense may be enforced by civil action, as prescribed in sec- 
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tion 10. We are not called upon now to determine the effect to be given 
the findings and direction of the commission, whether prima facie or 
conclusive, if not appealed from, in the action for the penalty. It is 
enacted in the proviso attached to section 29 of the same act, “that from 
all decisions and determinations arising from the operation and enforce-_ 
ment of this act the party or corporation affected thereby shall be 

entitled to appeal therefrom.” _ (348) 
~ The complaint alleges no violation of the regulation, circular 

®; prescribing the rates of charges for the transmission of messages by 

telegraph. 

It, therefore, does not state grounds sufficient to constitute a cause 
of action, because it is not alleged that the acts complained of were in 
violation of any rule or regulation prescribed by the commission. 

The plaintiff, if he has a cause of action, is left to his remedy in the 
courts as existing before the passage of the act which we have had under 
consideration. 

AFFIRMED. 


Cited: Comrs. v. Tel. Co., 118 N. C., 220, 226; Leavell v. Tel. Co., 116 
N. C., 221; Pate v. R. R., 199 N. C.,, 880; Hendoaw: R. R., 125 N. C., 
128 ; Corp. “Com. v. RR. 170 N. C., "569. 


MARCUS TILLEY, Apmr. or S. WALKER, v. M. C. BIVINS er At. 


Proceedings to Sell Land for Assets to Pay Debts—Right of Heir to 
Contest Validity of Judgment Against Administrator. 


In proceedings by an administrator for leave to sell land to make assets to 
pay decedent’s debts, the heir has a right to.show that judgments taken 
against the administrator after the commencement of the proceedings © 
were wrongfully suffered to be entered against him. In such case, it 
seems, the judgment creditors ought to be made parties. 


Perition to rehear this cause decided at February Term, 1892 (110 
N. C., 348), in which the judgment of the court below was affirmed for 
failure on the part of the appellant to specifically assign the errors in 
the rulings of the court. 

The principal ground of objection to the rulings of the referee, ap- 
proved by the court below, to which the petition for the rehearing calls 
attention, was the refusal of the referee, in a proceeding brought 
by the plaintiff administrator to sell land for assets, to permit (349) 
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testimony showing that judgments taken against the administrator 
after the commencement of the proceedings were collusively taken. As. 
will be seen by reference to the report of the case on the former hearing, 
the report and rulings of the referee were, in all respects, ponnEmcd, and 
defendants appealed. - : 


Fuller & Fuller for plaintiffs. 
J. S. Manning and J. Parker for defendants. 


-MacRaz, J. A more careful examination of the record in this case 
than was given it on the former hearing (110 N. C., 343) brings us to 
the conclusion that the appellants’ exceptions were sufficiently definite 
and should have been considered. Without specifying each separate 
exception, we remand the cause that the defendants may be allowed to 
contest the existence of those alleged debts against the estate on which 
judgments were taken against the administrator since this proceeding 
was begun and while it was pending. 

In proceedings under the act of 1784, by sct. fa. against the heirs, 
they might plead that the judgment against the administrator, was ob- 
tained by fraud. Tremble v. Jones, 7 N. C., 579. No change in prin- 
ciple was wrought by the act of 1847 providing a different and less ex- 
pensive procedure in obtaining a judgment for the sale of land for assets. 

It was held in Speer v. James, 94 N. C., 417, that upon petition by 
administrator to sell lands for assets, if the debts had not been reduced. 
to judgment, the heir might plead the statute of lmitations, but when 

the debt had been ‘reduced to judgment the heir is bound by the 
(350) judgment unless he could show that it was obtained by fraud and 
collusion. 

As we understand the case presented to us, after these proceedings 
began, several judgments were taken before a justice of the peace against 
the administrator, thus ascertaining debts which the defendants say are 
not due and owing and which they aver that the administrator wrong- 
-fully suffered to be taken against him. There can be no reason why the 
heirs should not be permitted to contest the validity of these judgments. 
_It may be proper, however, to make the judgment creditors parties. 

We express no opinion upon the merits. As to judgments which had 
been rendered against the testatrix in her lifetime such defenses only 
can be made by the heirs as would be available to the intestate while 
living. The referee ought to have considered all proper testimony offered 
before him to show that the judgments were fraudulently or collusively 
rendered and that the indebtedness did not exist. 

PETITION ALLOWED. REMANDED. 


Cited: McArthur v. Griffith, 147 N. C., 547; McNair v. Cooper, 174 
N. C., 568. O74 


N.C.) FEBRUARY TERM, 1893 


LUMBER Co. @. Darn 


BEAUFORT COUNTY LUMP DE OMe v. eae DAIL. 


Assignment of M ortgage—Verbal Release is Part of ae Property—. 
faghts of Purchaser ab Foreclosure Sate. 


B., while holding by purchase fou the ee the eats of soaenpiien in 
the timber on the mortgaged land, and by assignment from the mortgagee 
the mortgage on the land itself, conveyed to plaintiff the equity of redemp- 
tion in the timber, which conveyance was registered subsequent to an 
assignment by him of the note and mortgage to C., with whom there was 
a verbal exception of the timber on the land. C. assigned the note and 
mortgage, with like verbal exception of the timber, to D., at whose instance 
the land was sold, in a suit for foreclosure, and the defendant became the 
purchaser, having no actual notice of the verbal agreement concerning the 
timber: Held, (1) that the purchaser was not fixed with constructive 
notice of an assignment of the equity of redemption in any of the mort- 
gaged property by any of the successive holders of the mortgage, nor was 

he compelled to inquire further than to ascertain from the records, or from 

the mortgagor, whether the debt had been. paid or the mortgage released, 
in whole or in part, to him by any of the assignees of the mortgage; (2) 
that while the transfer of the note after maturity would have made it sub- 
ject to equities as between the mortgagor and the assignees of the note, in 
in this case none arises from that fact in favor of the plaintiff, who pur- 
chased the timber rights subject to. the ener eae under. which the i 
fendant claims. 


PETITION to liens ‘his case desided at Sepienibent Term, 1892, and 
reported fully 3 in 111 N. C,, 120. 


W. D. McIver and O. H. Guion n for peitoner. 7 — (3538) 
W. W: Clark, contra, | 2° - | 


Crark, J. This is a eerie to rehear this case dendes: at the i 
term, 111 N. C., 120. The defendant purchased at a foreclosure sale 
made at the aetanee of the last assignee of the mortgage. The mort- 
gage passed by assignment through several hands; and between some of 
the successive holders there was a verbal agreement that the mortgage 

should not embrace the timber right. But of this the defendant, pur- 
chaser under the decree of foreclosure, had no notice. There was no re- 
lease at any time of the mortgage as to the timber, nor any payment on 
the mortgage debt. Hence the defendant got the mortgagor’s title by pur- 
chase at the foreclosure sale, such as it was at ue date the mortgage was 
executed. 

Subsequently to the registration of the mortgage the mortgagor con- 
veyed his equity of redemption in the timber on the mortgaged land 
to B., who afterwards became one of the assignees who in succession held 
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the mortgage. While holding both the mortgage of the land and the 
equity of redemption in the timber thereon, B. conveyed the equity of 
redemption in the timber to the plaintiff herein, but did not release the 
mortgage thereon by any paper executed to the mortgagor or any en- 
dorsement on the registration of the mortgage. 
(354) The conveyance of the equity of redemption in the Cher to - 
the plaintiff was registered subsequently to the assignment of the 
mortgage to another in the line of successive holders of the mortgage. 
But aside from that, the conveyance of the equity of redemption in the 
timber to the plaintiff was not made by B., as mortgagee, though at the 
time holding the mortgage, because as mortgagee B. did not have the 
equity of redemption in the timber. The purchaser was not fixed with 
constructive notice of an assignment of the equity of redemption in any 
of the mortgaged property by any of the successive holders of the mort- 
gage, nor was he compelled to inquire, for they had no power to make 
such. All he was required to do was to ascertain from the record, or 
by inquiry of the mortgagor, if the debt had been paid or the mortgage 
released in whole or in part to him by any of them. This they had not 
done. 

When B. conveyed to plaintiff he happened at the time to be also 
holder by assignment of the mortgage, but he could only make a valid 
conveyance of the equity of redemption by virtue of its having been 
conveyed to him by the mortgagor. But such conveyance, as we have 
seen, was made subsequently to the registration of the mortgage and | 
subject to it. This is the title which the plaintiff got, while the defend- 
ant got the mortgagor’s title. The plaintiff’s equity was cut off by the 
decree and sale of foreclosure. 

Nor is there anything in the point that the note, being transferred 
after maturity, was subject to equities. That is true as between the 
mortgagor and the several assignees of the mortgage note. It has no 
application to this case. There were no equities in favor of the mort- 
gagor. | 

PETITION DISMISSED. 


(855) 
J. W. PIPKIN y. J. A. GREEN, SHERIFF. 


Dismissal of Appeal—Reinstatement—Laches. 


1. A motion to reinstate an appeal dismissed for failure to print must be made 
at the same term (Rule 30 of the Supreme Court), and will only then be 
allowed for good cause shown. ° 
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2, A motion to reinstate an appeal dismissed for failure to docket the record 
at the first term of this Court after the trial below is fatally defective, 
where it does not show that the delay was without laches on the part of 
the appellant. 


Motion to reinstate the appeal which had been previously dismissed. 


W. E. Murchison for plainteff. 
EC. Smith for defendant. 


Crarx, J. This is a motion made at September Term, 1892, to rein- 
state the appeal which had been dismissed at February Term, 1892 
(110 N. C., 462), for failure to print, and also for failure to docket at, 
the proper ‘term. The motion to reinstate, when the dismissal is for 
failure to print, must be made at the same term (Rule 30 of the Supreme 
Court), and will only then be allowed “for good cause shown.” ‘The 
motion, therefore, comes too late, and must be denied. | 

The motion, indeed, does not show good cause. Stephens v. Koonce, 
106 N. C., 255, is in point. Furthermore, notice of the oun to rein- 
state was not given as required by Rule 30. 

This renders it unnecessary to consider the other ground of dismis- 
sal—for failure to docket appeal at the next term of the Court after the 
trial below. We will note, however, that if this was caused by the delay 
of the judge to settle the case in time, the appellant should have 
docketed the record proper and have asked for a certiorari for the (856) | 
“case” at such first term thereafter. Pittman v. Kimberly, 92 
N. ©., 562; Porter v. BR. R., 106 N. C., 478. Besides, as a motion to 
reinstate the appeal dismissed on this ground, it is fatally defective for 
failure to show that the delay to docket the appeal was without laches 
on the part of the appellant. Simmons v. Andrews, 106 N. C., 201. 

MovIoN DENIED. | 7 


Cited: Graham v. Edwards, 114 N. C., 230; 8. v. Freeman, 2b., 873; 
Carter v. Long, 116 N. C., 47; Guano Co. v. Hicks, 120 N. C., 30; 
Burrell v. Hughes, tb., 278; Parker v. RB. R., 121 N. C., 504; Calvert v. 
Carstarphen, 183 N. C., 26; Howard v. Speight, 180 N. C., 654. 


277 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [112 


HELM Co. v. GRIFFIN 


THE GEORGE W. HELM COMPANY v. C. F. GRIFFIN. 
Statute of Limitations— Acknowledgment of Debi—New Promase. 


1, A mere acknowledgment of a debt barred by the statute of limitations, 
though implying a promise to pay, will not repel the statute; to have that 
effect, the acknowledgment, as provided by section 172 of The Code, must 
not only be in writing, but must be accompanied by an unconditional 
promise to pay the debt. 

2. Where a debtor wrote to his creditors declining proffered credit because 
he was unable to pay what he already owed them (which was barred by 
the statute), but expressing his confidence in his ability to pay whatever 
he might contract for in the future: Held, that, as the letter contained no 
promise to pay the barred debt, the bar of the statute was not removed. 


Action tried at October Term, 1892, of Waynn, before Bryan, J., a 
jury trial being waived. 

The plaintiff declared on an account for $235.07, dated 29 November, 
1887, for goods sold and delivered. The defendant admitted the sale 
_. and delivery of the goods at the price named, but denied the in- 
(357) debtedness, and pleaded the statute of limitations. : 

The plaintift replied, alleging a new promise made to Benjamin 
Lyon, who, it was admitted, was the agent of the plaintiff, and to support 
such new promise put in evidence a letter in the following words and 
figures, to wit: 
Gotpssoro, N. C., 6 October, 1891. 
Mr. Bane: Lyon, Wilmington, N. C. 
~ My Dear Sir Your letter of last night to hand, and in reply thereto 
would say that I reckon I might as well hold on awhile j in taking hold 
of your snuff, as I feel quite a delicacy in asking your firm for further 
credit, knowing that I have been unable to pay what I owed them in 
Wilson.. I have perfect confidence in paying what bills I may contract 
in the future, and am better able to do so now than I was then. Tet 
me get straight with the world, then I will ask for their confidence, but 
never till then. What confidence is given me must be voluntary. 
With the highest regards for you, I am, 
Yours truly, C.F. Grirrin. 


The plaintiff, also, for the purpose of identifying this as the Wilson 
debt referred to in the letter, introduced a deed of assignment, made in 
Wilson, N. C., by the defendant, dated 2 January, 1888, in which, among 
the creditors named to be paid among his general creditors, was the 
plaintiff, as follows: “George W. Helm Co., Helmetta, New Jersey, 


$235.07, due by account.” 
218 
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The court, being of the opinion that the evidence was not sufficient to 
repel the statute of imitations, gave judgment against the plaintiff for 
the cost of the action, from which judgment the pene voce 


W. C. Munroe for plaintiff. oe | : 7 _ (358) 


No counsel contra. 


Crark, J. Under the former statute of presumptions an acknowledg- 
ment of the nonpayment of a debt coming within its operation would 
rebut the presumption of payment arising from the lapse of time. But 
now we have no statute of presumptions. The Code, sec. 138, prescribes 
a statute of limitations only. The acknowledgment which is now requi- 
site as evidence of a new or continuing contract must not only be in 
writing (The Code, sec. 172), but it must be an unconditional promise 
to pay the debt. Bates v. Herren, 95 N. O., 388; Greenleaf v. R. R., 
91 N. C., 33. A mere acknowledgment of the debt, although implying a 
promise to pay it, will not revive it. Riggs v. Roberts, 85 N. C., 151; 
Faison v. Bowden, 76 N. C., 425. This section (172) provides that the 
statute 1s only waived by ain acknowledgment or new promise, which 
amounts to “a new or continuing contract.” 

The letter here relied on contains no promise “shhteiee neither ex- 
press nor implied, conditional nor unconditional. It is in no sense a 
contract. At the most, it is a mere acknowledgment of the indebtedness, 
which had become barred, but without any promise to pay it. The bar 
of the statute is, therefore, not removed. . 

| AFFIRMED, 


Cited: Phillips v. Giles, 175 N. C., 418. 


(359) 
CITY OF GREENSBORO v. W. D. McADOO. 


Petition to Fee -af Apnea for Word of Kisivece “ 
Hrror—Assessment by City for eerie Benefits to ng Property 
— Statute, Repeal Of. 


1. An appeal from an adjudication upon an agreed state of its isa sufficient 
assignment of error by the party against whom the ruling is made. 


2. The power to levy assessments upon owners of property for Special and 
peculiar benefits accruing to the same from. improvements is not inherent 
in a public corporation, but must be directly conferred by statute. 
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3. Where a statute conferring authority on a municipal corporation to make 
assessments on property for special benefits prescribes the mode in which 
that power shall be exercised, that mode must be strictly pursued, except 
as to entirely immaterial matters. | 


4, Repeals of statutes by implication are not favored, and in order to give 
' an act, not covering the entire ground of an earlier one nor clearly in- 
tended as a substitute for it, the effect of repealing it, from implication 
of an intention to repeal must necessarily flow from the language used, 
_ disclosing an irreconcilable repugnancy between its provisions and those 
of the earlier law; therefore, where the charter of the city of Greens- 
boro (Private Laws, 1869-70, ch. 122, as amended by chapter 18, Acts of 
1875), relating to the construction and repair of sidewalks and the assess- 
ment upon owners of abutting property for the special benefits thereto, re- 
quired that such benefits should be ascertained by a committee of five 
freeholders chosen jointly by the commissioners and the property owner, 
and an amendment to the charter was made by chapter 44, Acts of 1887, 
which authorized the commissioners generally to grade and lay out 
streets, make local assessments, etc., but, provided no method of making 
the assessment: Held, that the latter enactment did not, by implication, 
repeal the particular method prescribed by the former law of making 
assessments as to sidewalks. 


5. Inasmuch as chapter 219, Laws 1889, creating a new charter for the city 
of Greensboro, provides no method of levying special assessments of any 
character, either for past or future improvements, it seems that, as to the 
latter, they must be made under the general law (The Code, sec. 3808) ; 
but as the new charter, after declaring that all existing laws in conflict 
with it are repealed, provides that such repeal shall not “affect any act 
done or right accruing or accrued or established, but the same shall re- 
main in full force, and be preserved and enforced and enjoyed,” etc., the 
act does not operate to repeal the old mode of assessment for improve- 
ments commenced before the new charter took effect, though not assessed 
for until afterwards. 


(360) Psrrrrion by defendant, to rehear the appeal dismissed at Febru- 
ary Term, 1892, for lack of specific assignment of error in the 
ruling of the judge below, as reported in 110 N. C., 430. 

The cause was heard below before Boykin, J., at February Term, 
1891, of Guitrorp, on appeal from the Board of City Aldermen of 
Greensboro, upon a case agreed and facts found by his Honor. There 
was judgment for the plaintiffs, and defendant appealed. 

The facts are set out in the opinion of Shepherd, C. J. 


L. M. Scott and J. T. Morehead for petitioner. 
Dillard & King and James H. Boyd contra. 


SurepuerD, C. J. Upon a more careful examination of the record 
we are of the opinion that the appeal in this case should not have been 
dismissed for want of sufficient assignment of error to the adjudication 
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of the court below. The cases cited in support of the dismissal are not 
in point (110 N. C., 430), as in neither of them was the judgment predi- 
cated, as in this case, upon a statement of the facts agreed. 

In Chamblee v. Baker, 95 N. C., 98, the Court said: “The case is 
made out in the facts agreed and submitted, and the appeal from the 
adjudication upon them is a sufficient assignment of error. It does not, 
in this respect, differ from a ruling upon a demurrer to the complaint, 
when no separate case is required. In each case the question is as to 
the plaintifi’s right of action and recovery upon the facts agreed.” | 

In Davenport v. Leary, 95 N. C., 203, the Court remarked: (361) 
“An error is sufficiently assigned in an appeal from the ruling | 
as to the law upon an agreed state of facts by the party against whom 
the ruling is made. What greater particularity can be required? The 
issue 1s joined by the adverse contentions as to the law arising upon 
the facts, and an appeal from an adverse decision nena preeenls it 
for reviewal. “ 

The practice as thus indicated was followed in Raleigh v. Peace, 110 
N. C., 32, which was tried upon a statement of facts agreed, and in 
which fiers was no specific assignment of error. 

The appeal, then, being properly before us, we will now proceed to a 

consideration of the questions presented by the record and elaborately 
_ argued by counsel. 
' In the case of Raleigh v. Peace, supra, we had occasion to examine, 
at some length, into the principle upon which taxation in the form of 
local or special assessments 1s founded, the source from which the 
authority is derived, the manner in which it may be exercised and other 
matters relating to the subject. It will be sufficient, therefore, in the 
present discussion to state briefly that assessments of this character “are 
made upon the assumption that a portion of the community is to be 
specially and peculiarly benefited in the enhancement of the value of 
property pecuharly situated as regards a contemplated expenditure of 
public funds; and, in addition to the general levy, they demand that 
special contributions, in consideration of the special benefit, shall be 
made by the persons receiving it.” Cooley on Taxation, 416. 

Such assessments are quite distinct from the general burdens (362) 
imposed for State and municipal purposes, and are governed by : 
principles that do not apply generally. The power to levy them is not 
inherent in any public corporation, but must be directly conferred by 
statute. Elliott on Roads and Streets, 370. 

“There must,” says Cooley, J., “be special authority of law for im- 
posing them” (Law of Taxation, 418; Raleigh v. Peace, supra), and 
this distinguished jurist, together with Dillon, Desty, Burroughs and 
other authors, fully sustains Mr. Elhott in the following propositions, 
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which we extract from his excellent work on Roads and Streets, 371: 

“The power is purely a derivative one, and it is not only fettered by all 
the limitations contained in the statute which delegates it, but it has 
no existence beyond the scope which a strict construction will yield. 
Tt is, therefore, always essential that one who bases a claim upon a local 
assessment shall show the foundation for his claim to be a valid statute, 
and that upon a strict construction of that statute against him his claim 
is within the authority which the statute confers. There is no elasticity 
in such statutes, and it is beyond the power of the courts to so stretch 
them as to make them cover eases not fully and clearly within their 
scope.” . 

“The rule, however,” remarks the same author (supra, 374), “does 
not so limit the authority as to exclude the necessary incidents of the 
principal power, provided that such power is clearly conferred. . 
Raleigh v. Peace, supra. 

Another principle equally well eine is that where the statute 
from which the authority is derived prescribed the mode in which it 
shall be exercised that mode must, except as to epurey immaterial mat- 
ters, be strictly pursued. 

“Ah departure from any statutory provision should, as a general rule, 
be considered as sufficient to destroy the order in all cases where an 
attack is directly and reasonably made, and the case’is not affected by 

any question of waiver or estoppel.” Roads and Streets, 371; 
(363) 2 Dillon Mun. Corp., 769, note; 2 Desty Taxation, 1241; Cooley 
Taxation, 418. 

In the case under consideration the power to order the improvement 
of the sidewalks and to levy assessments against the abutting owners 
to the extent of the special benefits conferred is not denied; but it is 
insisted that there was, as applicable to the present assessment, a specific 
method prescribed by the plaintifi’s charter, and that as this method 
was not pursued in several material particulars, and as objection was 
taken in apt time, the assessment is invalid and cannot be enforced in 
this action. | 

The improvements were ordered by the city in naeadt 1888, and the 
work was completed in June, 1889. In the charter of the city, granted — 
in 1870 (Private Laws 1869-70, ch. 122), there is no specific provision 
authorizing the levying of special assessments, but in respect to the im- 
provement of sidewalks it was amended by the act of 1875, ch. 13, sec. 1, 
which provides as follows: “The owner or owners of property in fr ont 
of which the commissioners shall construct, pave or repair any sidewalks 
shall be chargeable and pay for any special benefit accruing to such 
property by reason of said improvement, and such property shall be 
bound for the value of such special benefit, to be ascertained in the same 
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manner as herein prescribed for laying off streets, including the right 
of appeal.” In section 58 of the charter it is provided “that when any 
land or right-of-way 1s required by said city of Greensboro for the 
purpose of opening new streets or for other objects allowed by its char- 
ter, and for want of agreement as to the value thereof the same cannot 
be purchased, . . . the same may be taken at a valuation to be 
made by five freeholders of the city, to be chosen jointly by the com- 
missioners and the party owning the land, . . . and in making said 
valuation said freeholders after being duly sworn . . . shall take 
into consideration the loss or damage which may accrue to the 

owner or owners in consequence of the land or right of way being (364) 
surrendered, and also any special benefit or advantage such owner 

may receive,’ etc. Thus it appears from the foregoing acts that a 
particular method was prescribed, under which the owner was entitled 
to have the special benefits assessed by five freeholders to be chosen 
jointly by himself and the commissioners. It does not appear from the 
record that the persons who made the present assessment were free- 
holders, and under the principle of construction to which we have re- 
ferred it was clearly the duty of the plaintiff in a proceeding like this, 
where the validity of the assessment ‘was directly attacked, to. have 
established affirmatively the existence of so important a prerequisite. 
“In an assessment for a local improvement every act required to be 
done must be done or the assessment will be void, and the onus of prov- 
ing such performance is on the party claiming the assessment to be 
valid.” 2 Desty Taxation, 1241; Nichols v. Bridgeport, 23 Conn., 189. 

Neither does it appear that the defendant had any voice in the ap- 
pointment of the commissioners. On the contrary, the record discloses 
that he had no notice of such appointment, and that it was the act of 
‘the city alone. As there is nothing which can reasonably be construed 
into a waiver of these particulars by the defendant, it must follow that, 
if the provisions of the charter as amended by the act of 1875 are ap- 
plicable, the assessment is invalid and cannot: be sustained. | 

It is contended by the plaintiff that the above provisions were repealed 
by Laws 1887, ch. 44, and that'a general power to make assessments was 
conferred by the said act which prescribes no method of levying the 
same, but left this to be supplied by the city under its implied authority 
to do everything incidental to the exercise of the principal power. 

It has been truthfully remarked that this power of making (365) 
special assessments is at best a dangerous one to entrust to 
municipalities, and the courts will be slow, in the absence of a purpose 
clearly manifested on the part of the Legislature, to construe a general 
power of this character (laconically expressed “to make local assess- 
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ments,” section 7) into a repeal of certain existing safeguards with 
which the law has carefully invested the citizen, in reference to an 
assessment of a particular character. “Power is ever aggressive, and, 
under one specious pretext and another, perpetually struggling to 
strengthen its position and enlarge its sphere, and succeeds to a greater 
or less degree, even when surrounded by the most watchfyl and jealous 
vigilance; but when not so surrounded its strides become fearful and 
detrimental to the rights and interests of the citizen.” 

_ The act of 1887 provides, among other things, -for the issuing of bonds 
for the improvement of the city, and further provides “that the board 
of commissioners of the city of Greensboro is hereby authorized and em- 
powered to erect suitable graded school buildings in such part of the city 
as they may select; to grade and lay out streets, to make local assess- 
ments, to provide water supplies for the city,” ete. 

It must be observed that prior to this act the city, under its charter 
had no power to levy assessments of any character, except in the case 
of sidewalks, and as to these, it had prescribed a remedy. When the 
Legislature extended its power to make assessments in respect to other 
improvements, such as grading the city and laying out streets, and failed 
to prescribe the mode in which the power was to be exercised, it did not 
have the effect of working a repeal of ‘the existing method of assessing 
benefits as to sidewalks. Indeed, it is by no means certain that the act 

relates to sidewalks at all, as 1t does not mention them, although 
(366) it enumerates several other subjects of Improvement. However 

this may be, the act does not cover the entire subject-matter of 
the old law in reference to sidewalks, and, as it 1s entirely consistent with 
it, the latter is not repealed by implication. Endlich on Statutes, 195- 
928. The same author (section 210) says that repeals by implication 
are not favored and “that in order to give an act, not covering the entire 
ground of an earlier one, nor clearly intended as a substitute for it, the 
effect of repealing it, the implication of an intention to repeal must 
necessarily flow from the language used, disclosing a repugnancy be- 
tween its provisions and those of the earlier law so positive as to be 
irreconcilable to any fair, strict or liberal construction of it, which 
would, without destroying its intent and meaning, find for it a reason- 
able field of operation, preserving at the same time the force of the 
earlier law and construing both together in harmony with the whole 
course of legislation upon the subject.” 

Tested by these principles, it is entirely clear that there was no repeal 
of the particular method of assessment as to sidewalks. Such Was the 
law at the time of the completion of the improvements and up to tke 
enactment of the new charter, which went into effect on 1 July, 1889. 
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Under this, the former law, the defendant, as we have stated, had the 
privilege of having the special benefits assessed by freeholders to be 
jointly chosen by himself and the plaintiff. 

The assessment not having been made until after the passage of the 
act of 1889, 1t would have been competent for the Legislature to have 
therein prescribed a different method of assessment, provided that no 
substantial right would have been affected. So far from doing this, it 
seems to have failed to provide for the levying of special assessments of 
any character, either for past or future Improvements, and as to the 
latter 1t appears that they must be made under the general law. The 
Code, sec. 3803; Raleigh v. Peace, supra. The act (section 60) 
simply authorizes the city “to grade, macadamize and pave the (867) 
sidewalks, and to lay out, change and open new streets,” etc. This 
does not authorize a special assessment under the charter, as we have 
seen that this extraordinary power must be granted expressly by the 
Legislature. The case of Smith v. New Bern, 70 N. C., 14, is not in 
point, as it did not relate to assessments of this character, but only in- 
volved the power of the city to contract for the building of a market- 
house, the same to be paid for in money raised by ordinary taxation. 
We do, however, find a provision as to the improvement of sidewalks, 
but this does not relate to an assessment, but is a provision under the 
police power, which authorizes the city, in the event of the failure of 
the owner after twenty days’ notice to pave his sidewalk, to have the 
work done at the sole expense of the owner, the same to be a lien upon 
the property. It can hardly be contended, therefore, that the assessment 
in question was made according to any method prescribed in the new 
charter, as none is therein provided; nor can it be sustained under the 
provision as to the improvement of sidewalks, as we have seen that this 
has nothing to do with an assessment. Even if it could be considered as 
such, it could not avail the plaintiff, as the defendant was not required 
to pave his sidewalk, and the city could only do so upon his failure to 
comply upon notice. | 

In passing, in order to avoid confusion, we will add that in Raleigh v. 
Peace, supra, the improvements were made to the streets and not to the 
sidewalks, and the case turned upon the validity of the assessment. 

We have discussed the provisions of this last act (act of 1889) for the 
purpose of showing that they do not conflict in any manner with the 
method of assessment prescribed by the previous law under which 
the improvements were ordered and completed. We are unable (368) 
to see how a subsequent statute which prescribes no remedy what- 
ever can, in the absence of a clearly expressed intention to do so, have the 
effect of repealing a particular remedy prescribed by a former statute. 
_ As we have said, it is competent for the Legislature in all cases to change 
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the remedy to a qualified extent, but in this instance it has not attempted 
to do so either by express provision or impliedly by the substitution of a 
new one. Statutes may be repealed either by implication or by express 
enactment. We have seen that upon no principle was there a repeal of 
the prior statute by implication. 

Was it repealed by the express provisions of the new charter? 

There is no provision in respect to past improvements and therefore 
no distinction as to them is made between the right and the remedy. It. 
was, lt seems, so far as the city is concerned, competent for the Legis- 
lature to have taken away its “imperfect right” to have any assessment 
whatever, and we are unable to discover from the language used any 
reason for holding that the remedy was destroyed which does not equally 
apply to the annihilation of the right itself. It is “a sound rule of con-— 
struction that a statute should have a prospective operation only, unless 
its terms show clearly a legislative intention that it should operate retro- 
spectively.” Cooley Const. Lim., 455. Such an intention should be “ex- 
pressed by clear and positive command, or be inferred by necessary, un- 
- equivocal and unavoidable implication from the words of the statute 
taken by themselves and in connection with the subject-matter, and the 
occasion of the enactment, admitting of no reasonable doubt.” Endlich, 

supra, 271, 
(369) In view of these principles we think it but just, both to the 

city as well as to the defendant, that the new charter, even if it 
conflicted with the old, should be construed as prospective only in its 
operation. This conclusion is amply sustained by the saving clause of 
the new charter. . 
. After declaring that said act shall thenceforth be the charter of the 
city and that existing laws in conflict with the same are repealed, it 
provides that such repeal shall not “affect any act done or right accru- 
ing or accrued or established, . . . but the same shall remain in 
full force and be preserved and enforced and enjoyed,” etc. This ex- 
pressly applies to the right “accruing” or which had “accrued” to the 
city to have the special benefits assessed. While, as we have remarked, 
it may have been competent for the Legislature to destroy this right 
(not being a vested one), it was careful not to do so, and we are very 
sure that if the right were now impeached by the defendant, this very 
provision would if necessary be relied upon for its protection. If the 
right continued, why did not the specific remedy continue also? As we 
have seen, there is no express repeal of the remedy, nor is there any 
repeal by implication, as no new remedy is prescribed. If it were other- 
wise, the city could not under its present charter make any assessment; 
as we have before stated, no power to assess in any case is therein 
granted. If, then, the right is preserved, it is fair to presume that the 
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Legislature intended that the specific existing remedy should also remain 
in effect. To sanction a resort to implied powers or to the undefined 
methods of the general law when a specific remedy is prescribed, would 
be establishing a dangerous precedent, and one which would destroy all 
limitations upon the exercise of municipal authority and be productive 
of incalculable evil. 

These considerations induce us to believe that in so far as it (370) 
affects fhe method of assessment in this case the new charter 
should be regarded as prospective only. 

We are, therefore, of the opinion that the assessment now sought to 
be enforced cannot be sustained. The defects, however, are not of a 
jurisdictional nature, and the order declaring that the improvements 
should be made and the abutting owners assessed to the extent of the 
special benefits conferred is not therefore void. The city may now pro- 
ceed to make an assessment according to the prescribed method. “Re- 
assessment,” says Mr. Desty, “is proper after a judicial decision against 
the first proceeding, if based upon errors and defects merely”; and in 
this he is sustained by abundant authority. Cooley Taxation, 233. 

For the reasons given the judgment must be reversed. | 

PETITION ALLOWED. 


Cited: Asheville v. Trust Co., 143 N. C., 367; Wallace v. Salisbury, 
147 N. C., 60. | : 


e 


C. ©. CHEEK vy. J. J. NALIL anv WIre. 


Alteration of Bond and Mortgage, Effect of—Feme Covert. 


1. Where a husband, without the consent or knowledge of his wife, altered 
a bond executed by them in “raising” the amount before delivery to and 
without the knowledge of the obligee: Held, that the bond was rendered 
void as to the wife by such alteration. 


2. Where a wife, with her husband, executed a bond and mortgage upon her 
land to secure the same, and the instruments were entrusted to the hus- 
band for delivery, and he, without her knowledge or consent, and before 
delivery to, and without the knowledge of, the obligee, altered the bond by 
“raising” the amount, and the mortgage by “raising” the consideration re- 
cited therein, but the description of the debt secured by the mortgage (as 
“a certain bond of even date, herewith,” etc.) was not altered: Held, that, 
though such alteration avoided the bond, it did not render the mortgage 
void, the alteration of the consideration being immaterial, and the mort- 
gage may be enforced for the amount of the debt intended to be secured by 
the mortgage, notwithstanding the invalidity of the bond. 
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(871) Appar from Bryan, J., at February Term, 1893, of OuarHaM, 
for the foreclosure of a eee 

By consent of parties a jury trial was waived, and his Honor found 
the following facts: 

On 4 March, 1889, the ietandants executed the bond and mortgage. 
mentioned in the aaiended complaint. That subsequent to the execution 
and attestation of said bond, and the acknowledgment and privy exami- 
nation of the mortgagors, the bond was changed so that it was a promise 
to pay $400 instead of $200, and the corisideration of the mortgage was 
changed from two to four hundred dollars, and that these changes and 
alterations were made without the knowledge or consent of the feme 
defendant or the plaintiff; and that after such execution and before the 
said changes, the said bond and mortgage were, by the consent of the 
feme defendant, taken possession of by the male defendant, and some 
days thereafter delivered to Cheek. And the alterations and changes 
from two to four hundred dollars were made after the feme defendant 
parted with the bond and mortgage and before their delivery to the 
plaintiff. That the feme defendant is the wife of the male defendant, 
and was at the time of the execution of said bond and mortgage. That 
the land described in the said mortgage was conveyed to the defendants 
after their marriage, to them as husband and wife. Upon these facts 
his Honor gave judgment for the plaintiff for $200 and interest from the 
date of the mortgage, and for sale of the land. To this judgment the 
defendants excepted, and from the same appealed, assigning for error 
' that his Honor held that, notwithstanding the bond and mortgage had 
been changed from two to four hundred dollars after signing and attes- 
tation of the bond, and after the acknowledgment of the signing of the 

mortgage and the privy examination of the feme defendant, and 
(372) after she had parted with all control over them, or consent, yet 

the mortgage was valid as security for $200, the sum for which 
said bond and mortgage were given. , 


T. B. Womack for plaintiff. 
Charles EH. McLean for defendants. 


Suepuerp, C. J. As to the male defendant, the delivery of the bond 
and mortgage is admitted, and it is very clear that his fraudulent altera- 
tions of the same cannot have the effect of relieving him from the ha- 
bility imposed by their original terms. 

As to the feme defendant it appears from the admission in the plead- 
ings and the facts found by his Honor that she signed both of the above- 
mentioned instruments and was privily examined as to the execution of 
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the mortgage. These, with her consent, were taken possession of by the 
male defendant, her husband, and some days thereafter delivered to the 
plaintiff. : 

From this it appears that ne delivery of the bond and mortgage, in 
their original form, was authorized by the feme defendant, but as the 
alteration was mae before actual delivery she claims that nelther of 
the said instruments is her act and deed, and that both are.absolutely 
_ void as to her. The bond was altered so as to read $400 instead of $200, 
and, this being a material alteration of the terms of the instrument 
without the consent of the feme defendant, it may be avoided by her. 

The mortgage, however, is valid, as the alteration was not a material 
one, and it is well settled that “an alteration which does not change 
its legal effect does not, in law, amount to an alteration, and, of 
course, does not invalidate it either at law or in equity. 1 Jones (373) 
Mortgages, sec. 95; Robertson v. Hay, 10 Pa. St., 242; Hunt v. — 
Adams, 6 Mass., 519; Gardner v. Gilleland; 7 Harris, 326. The only 
alteration in the morinape consisted in changing thie amount of the 
recited consideration from $200 to $400, but no change whatever was 
made in the description of the debt to be secured therein, which 
debt is identical with the bond of $200 mentioned in the pleadings. 
A deed is good although no consideration is recited (Love v. Harbin, 
87 N. C., 249, and Mosely v. Mosely, 1b., 69), and it has-also been 
decided that a recital of the purchase-money is not contractual in its 
character. Barbee v. Barbee, 108 N. C., 581. If the recital was non- 
contractual and unnecessary, a change in the amount of the expressed 
consideration was immaterial and could not affect the validity of the 
mortgage. The title passed, and whatever may have been a recital as 
to the consideration, it could in no event affect the amount of the sum 
to be secured. | | 

If, then, the mortgage is valid, why may not the debt be enforced 
against the land? In Capehart v. Dettrick, 91 N. C., 344, the Court, 
after an elaborate discussion, reached the conclusion that in this State 
the mortgage is not regarded as merely subsidiary to the debt, but is “a. 
direct appropriation of property to its security and payment.” The 
note or bond, it is said, is the personal obligation of the debtor and may 
be enforced in a personal action, while the mortgage may be enforced 
in a proceeding to subject the property to the satisfaction of the in- 
debtedness. “These remedies,” continues the Court, “against the person: 
and property specifically assigned are entirely different, and while sub- 
sisting and concurrent, either may be resorted to. The loss of one 
does not of itself cut ‘off a resort to the other.” This doctrine has 
been apphed where the personal remedy was barred by the statute 
of limitations (Capehart v. Dettrick, supra), and where the (874) 
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personal liability has been extinguished by a discharge in bankruptcy. 
2 Jones Mortgages, 1231; Brown v. Hoover, 77 N. C., 40. In these 
instances the creditor may enforce the collection of the indebtedness 
against the property mortgaged, and “such is also the case if the mort- 
gage note be made invalid by alteration.” 2 Jones Mort., 1215; 18 
Hun, 10. 

The destruction of the bond by the alteration did not take away the 
liability of the feme defendant as recognized in the mortgage. Indeed, 
having pleaded coverture, she was not personally liable upon the bond 
at all, and the legal obligation was only imposed by the executed con- 
tract (the mortgage), which, upon being privily examined, she was 
authorized to make. The mortgage, then, being valid and the debt not 
having been paid according to its souditions, we think that the altera- 
tion of the bond cannot have the effect of divesting the legal title of 
the plaintiff, the mortgagee; nor should it preclude him from enforcing 
the collection of the amount due him by subjecting the property which 
has been specifically appropriated to its payment. 

The result would probably be different had the obligation been created 
by the bond only—the same being void ab initio. 

AFFIRMED. | 


Cited: Martin v. Buffaloe, 121 N. C., 36; Marcom v. Adams, 122 
N. C., 225; Bryan v. Hason, 147 N. C., 292; Wacker v. Jones, 159 
N. C., 111. 


(375) 
JOHN BUIE v. ELLEN SCOTT. 


Judgment on Old Debt—Parol Testimony—Dower. 


1. In an action to recover land sold under execution on a judgment rendered 
by a justice of the peace and docketed in the Superior Court, parol testi- 
mony was properly admitted (upon proof or admission of the loss of the 
original papers) to prove that the note was executed prior to the year 
1868, when the homestead exemption was established. 


2. The debt being one prior to 1868, the defendant, the widow of the execu- 
tion debtor, is not entitled to a homestead in the land so sold, but the 
purchaser at the sheriff's sale became the owner and is entitled to recover 
the land subject only to the widow’s right of dower. 


Action for the recovery of land, heard before Winston, J., at Novem- 
ber Term, 1892, of CumMBERLAND. 
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The land was sold and conveyed to plaintiff in 1884 by the sheriff of 
Cumberland County under an execution which issued in 1882 on a 
judgment in favor of the plaintiff against the deceased husband of 
the defendant, rendered by a justice of the peace in 1878, and duly 
docketed in the Superior Court. Neither the judgment nor the sheriff’s 
deed showed that the judgment was given on a note executed prior to 
1868. 

The defendant insisted that she was entitled to a homestead in the 
land; if not to a homestead, then to dower. 

The judgment docket of the Superior Court was introduced, showing 
that the transcript was docketed on 4 April, 1873, the judgment bearing 
interest from 1 April, 1873. The loss of the note and original papers 
‘being admitted, parol evidence was admitted to prove that the note was 
dated in 1861. 

The sheriff who sold the land and executed the deed to the (376) 
plaintiff testified that the defendant in the execution had no other 
property than that which was sold. 

The defendant testified that she was the widow of the execution debtor, 
and that neither he nor she had any children. 

It being left to his Honor to find the facts and declare the law thereon, 
le found from the evidence that the note on which the judgment was 
based was an old note, executed in 1861; that the execution debtor owned 
no other land at the time of the sale, and that the defendant was not 
entitled to a homestead in the land, but that the plaintiff was the owner 
and entitled to the possession thereof, subject to the defendant’s dower, 
ete. 

From the judgment rendered the defendant appealed. 


N. W. Ray for plaintrff. 
R. P. Buxton for defendant. 


CrarKk, J. It was competent to show by parol testimony that the note 
upon which the judgment was rendered (under which the land was sold) 
was executed prior to 1868. Dail v. Sugg, 85 N. C., 104. In that case, 
as in this, the judgment had been rendered in the justice’s court, but 
docketed in the Superior Court, and the original papers lost. When 
this case was here before (107 N. C., 181) this evidence was rejected 
because the witness by whom it was then offered to prove this fact was 
incompetent under The Code, sec. 590. So, also, it was held that it 
eould be shown by parol that the judgment was rendered on a debt for 
the purchase-money of the land, though not recited in the judgment. 
Durham v. Wilson, 104 N. ©., 595. In Mobley v. Griffin, 104 N. C., 
112, it is held that if a sheriff’s deed in plaintifi’s chain of title is de- 
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(377) fective by reason of the homestead not having been laid off 

against the execution, advantage can be taken of the defect 
without its being specially pleaded by the defendant. This is followed 
‘in Buse v. Scott, 107 N. C., 181. This is not affected by Dickens v. 
Long, 109 N. C., 165, which simply holds that in proceedings to sell land 
to make assets a party claiming a homestead who does not set it up is 
barred by the judgment in that action. 

Tt now appears that the judgment was upon a debt contracted in 1861. 
The defendant in’ the execution was therefore not entitled to a home- 
stead. The judgment below correctly declared the purchaser the owner 
of the land and entitled to recover, subject only to the widow’s right 
of dower, if entitled thereto (Patton v. Asheville, 109 N. C., 685), which 
question we understand is not prejudiced by the judgment. If so ad- 
vised the widow can take proper steps to have her dower laid off. Sub- 
ject to such possible action the plaintiff is entitled to his writ of pos- 
session upon the judgment. 

AFFIRMED. 


Cited: Davis v. Hvans, 142 N. C., 465. 


(378) 
*A. D. PUFFER & SONS MANUFACTURING COMPANY v. A. F. LUCAS. 


Claim and Delwery—Sale—Lease Contract, Breach of—Damages— 
Forfetture. : | 


1. Where it appeared that, during the pendency of an action of claim and 
delivery to recover a soda water machine leased to defendant, plaintiff 
had agreed to deliver a new machine to defendant and take back the one 
in controversy at a certain value: Held, that the agreement being execu- 
tory, and not executed, did not bar the further prosecution of the action, _. 
and its breach by the plaintiff did not furnish ground for a proper coun-— 
terclaim, since it did not exist at the commencement of the action. 


2. The measure of damages to defendant for such breach was the difference 
between the cost of a similar machine purchased by him from another 
manufacturer and the new machine which plaintiff agreed to furnish. 


8. A contract of sale conditional upon the payment of the purchase price in 
successive installments cannot be modified or its legal effects avoided by 
the fact that it is called a “lease” and the installments are called ‘rent’; 
therefore, where a lease contract provided that the “Jessee” of a machine 
should pay as rent $330 in installments, and on full payment title should 


* BURWELL, J., did not sit on the hearing of this appeal. 
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vest in him as owner, but, if the installments should not be paid in full 
as they became due, all payments made should be forfeited and the claims 
of the lessee to the leased property should be at an end, and it was found 
by the jury that all but seventy dollars of the “installments” had been 
paid by the lessee, and that the latter was entitled to twenty-six dollars 
damages for a breach of contract by the lessor: Held, that it would be 
inequitable to allow the “lessor” to take the property and declare all 
payments forfeited; but defendant should be allowed a reasonable time. 
to pay the balance due (after deducting the damages allowed him), and 
in default of such payment a foreclosure sale should be ordered. 


CLAIM AND DELIVERY to recover of defendant a soda-water machine in 
possession of defendant, tried before Brown, J., at January Term, 1892, 
of New Hanover. 

It was alleged by plaintiffs and admitted by defendant that the plain- 
tiffs delivered the machine in controversy to one 8. Eifert by a lease 
contract, which was duly made and registered in New Hanover County 
‘5 December, 1884, which is as follows: 

“Know all men by these presents, That I, 8. Eifert, No. 16 South 
Second street, of Wilmington, State of North Carolina, have hired, 
leased and received of A. D. Puffer & Sons Manufacturing Company, 
of Boston, Commonwealth of Massachusetts, for the term, to wit, one 
year ending 5 December, 1885, subject to the conditions herein stated, 
the following described goods and chattels: One (1) second-hand 
Matthews’ No. 2 iron set porcelain-lined, consisting of one (1) (879) 
generator, two (2) cylinders complete on ‘frame, one (1) second- 
hand bottling table with syrup pumps, five (5) syrup cans and base to 
connect. 

“Manufactured by the said A. D. Putfer’s Sons, and numbered 2. 

“And I do promise and agree with the said A. D. ‘Puffer’s Sons, their 
representatives and assigns, to pay them for the possession and reason- 
able use thereof, for said term, the sum of $330 as rent; to be paid 
cash $40, balance in the installments set forth 1n the several obligations 
given by me therefor, as follows: | 

“And it is provided that said pr oper hereby leased is not to be re- 
moved from the premises where now located, No. 16 South Second street, 
in said Wilmington, North Carolina, nor ihe interest of the lessee ander 
this lease to be transferred without the consent of said A. D. Puffer’s 
Sons in writing thereto first obtained. 

“And it is further provided that upon full payment of the several 
obligations aforesaid all claim and title to said property on part of said 
A. D. Puffer & Sons Manufacturing Company shall cease, and the whole 
title shall vest in said lessee as owner. But upon any breach of the pro- 
visions of this lease, especially upon failure by the said lessee to pay the 
several obligations or either of them as they become due and payable, 
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then this lease and any and all claim or right on the part of said lessee 
under the same, or to further use and possession of said property, shall 
be thereby terminated, and the said A. D. Puffer & Sons Manufacturing 
Company may thereafter at any time enter the premises where said 
property may be and resume possession of the same without process of 
law or let or hindrance from the lessee; and such of the said obligations 
as mature after said A. D. Puffer & Sons Manufacturing Company have 

resumed possession of said property shall be taken and held to be 
(380) void and returned to the lessee upon demand. Said obligations 

are not to be taken as a payment for said goods and chattels 
under any law in any State, but only as evidence of the amount to be 
paid whenever the lessee should desire to become owner of the property.” 

It was admitted that before this suit Eifert delivered said machine to 
the defendant; that the possession of the said machine was demanded 
of the defendant, who refused to surrender the same. 

It was admitted that the value of the machine described in the com- 
plaint is $330, and has been damaged by use at the rate of $2.50 per 
month since 16 August, 1886, when demanded of the defendant by the 
plaintiffs. 

It is admitted that Eifert had not fully paid the sum in paper-writing 
entitled “Lease,” hereinbefore set out, and that defendant was in pos- 
session of the machine described in the complaint, and that he refused to 
surrender it to the plaintiff on demand, before suit was brought. 

The following issues were mabmicied to the jury: 

1. Did the plaintiffs agree with the defendant, during the scndients 
of this action, to deliver a new machine at a ae value and upon 
certain terms and to take back the machine in controversy? 

2. Did the plaintiffs deliver the said new machine, and did they 
perform their part of said contract ? 

3. What damages has defendant sustained by reason of the breach of 
contract on part of plaintiffs? 

4, What amount, if any, is due on the old machine by Eifert under 
the contract set out in the complaint? 

Defendant contended and introduced evidence to prove that after the 
institution of this action he entered into a contract with plaintiffs 
whereby they agreed to sell him a new machihe and to take the one 

which he bought from Eifert (and the subject of the action) in 
(381) part payment. Defendant was to retain the old until the new 

machine was shipped. Plaintiffs subsequently refused to ship 
the new machine, and defendant bought one from Tuft, another manu- 
facturer, which cost him $20 more than he was to pay plaintiffs for the 
new machine. He paid $300 for repairs on the Tuft machine. 
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Defendant’s counsel claimed that the damages of the defendant should 
be the $20 difference and the $300 repairs which he paid out for the 
Tuft machine. 

The court excluded testimony concerning the repairs, holding that the 
$20 was an element of damage under the third issue, but the $300 re- 
pairs was not. 

The jury responded to the issues as follows: To the first, “Yes”; to 
the second, “No”; to the third, “$26,” and to the fourth, “$70.” 

Tt is unnecessary to set out the charge of the court except upon the 
third issue. The defendant asked the court to Instruct the jury as 
follows: | 

“That if the plaintiffs made the contract alleged and did not perform 
the same upon their part, and by reason of said failure the defendant 
was deprived of the $225 interest in the old machine, allowed by the 
plaintiffs, the defendant has been damaged to that extent as a part of 
the damages in this action.” His Honor refused said instructions. De- 
fendant excepted. 

The court charged the jury upon the third issue, that the ile dam- 
age the defendant had sustained by reason of the breach of contract with 
the plaintiffs, if there was a breach, was the sum of $20, as shown by 
the defendant’s own testimony, being the difference between a similar 
machine actually purchased by the defendant from Tuft and the new 
machine mentioned in the agreement with Franks. Defendant excepted. 
Defendant moved for a new trial, on the ground that the 
court misdirected the jury upon the third issue on the question (382) 
of damages. Motion overruled. Defendant excepted. 

The defendant them moved that this action be dismissed, as the jury 
found that the contract made by the plaintiffs with the defendant was 
that said new contract should put an end to this action. Overruled. 
Exception by defendant. 

The defendant further moved that he be allowed to pay the balance 
found by the jury to be due, and relieve himself of any forfeiture, as 
he expressed his ability and willingness to do in his answer. Overruled. 
Defendant excepted. | 

Judgment rendered for the plaintiffs for the possession of the machine 
described in the complaint, and $162.50 damages for the detention 
thereof, and, in case of failure to recover the machine, then for the 
value thereof, $330, with interest from 16 August, 1886, in lieu of dam- 
ages, and the defendant a 


A. M. Waddell and T. W. Strange for plaintiffs. 
J.D, Bellamy, Jr., for defendant. 
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Crark, J. The prayer of defendant for instruction as to the meas- 
ure of damages was properly refused, the damages asked being too re- 
mote, and the instruction given in heu was correct. The agreement 
found by the first issue was executory, not executed, and hence did not 
bar the further prosecution of the action. Indeed, its breach did not 
furnish ground for a proper counterclaim in this action since it did not 
exist “at the commencement of the action.” The Code, sec. 244 (2); 
Hogan v. Kirkland, 64 N. C., 250; Reynolds v. Smathers, 87 N. C., 24. 

But the plaintiff is not excepting thereto. 
(383) We think, however, the court erred in refusing the jaa motion. 

“Where the “aceon between the parties 1s in reality, and in 
its legal effect, a contract of sale conditional upon the payment of the 
purchase price in successive installments, it cannot be modified, nor its 
legal effects avoided by the fact that they speak of it as a ‘lease’ and 
call the installments ‘rent.’” 3 A. & E., 426, and the numerous cases 
there cited. The principle applicable is thus clearly stated by Davis, J., 
in Hervey v. Locomotive Works, 93 U. S., 664: “It was evidently not 
intended that this large sum should be paid as rent for the mere use of 
the engine for one year. If so, why agree to sell and convey the full 
title on the payment of the last installment?” 

This view is in accordance with well recognized legal principles, 1s 
supported by “the reason of the thing” and sustained by the overwhelm- 
ing weight of authority. Such contracts as the one in question are be- 
coming greater in frequency and general interest. They are principally 
used in connection with the sale of sewing machines, pianos, furniture, 
soda-fountains, rolling stock on railroads, and the like. The intent and 
agreement clearly expressed that upon the payment of the last install- 
ment of so-called “rent” the thing leased shall become the property of 
the lessee, stamps unmistakably the true nature of the transaction. To 
permit the so-called “lessor” to resume possession of the property and 
declare all payments forfeited when perhaps all but one may have been 
paid, is contrary to the fundamental principles observed in Courts of 
Equity. 

Among the very few cases which may be considered as holding or in- 
timating a contrary opinion is one from our own courts, Puffer v. 
Baker, 104 N. C., 248. An examination of that case shows that it holds 
that the contract (which is like the one before us) was “terminable by 
the lessees,” and that upon such termination the obligation of all future 

notes for rent became null. In this we concur. Jt is as if upon 
(384) a paper which is on its face a deed of conveyance with forfeitures, 
but which in equity is a mortgage, the vendee should avail him- 
self of the forfeiture and throw up the contract instead of asking in 
equity to be relieved of. the forfeiture upon paying the balance, or, for 
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a sale. Not asking for his equity, he is remitted to his legal rights. The 
vendor has no equity to assert, as he has his remedy at law to recover 
the property on breach of the condition. 

_ It is true that the decision in Puffer v. Baker, supra, may be further 
construed as meaning that upon the failure to make any payment, as 
it becomes due, the vendor can resume possession of the property with- 
out any equitable right in the vendee to call for an account and a sale 
of the property. We hardly think the court intended to go so far. But — 
if that is a just construction of the language used, the decision does 
not meet with our concurrence. In Foreman v. Drake, 98 N. C., 311, the 
lessee had an “option” and the title did not pass, as in the present case, 
epso facto upon performance of the conditions; 7. e., on payment of the 
last installment of “rent.” 

The judgment below should be modified by permitting the defendant 
in a reasonable time (to be stated by the Court) to pay the sum found 
to be due plaintiff after deducting the counterclaim from the balance re- 
maining unpaid of the purchase-money, with interest, and if not then 
paid, a sale of foreclosure to pay off such balance and the costs of the 
action, the residue, if any, to be paid to the defendant. 

The appellee will pay the costs of the appeal. 

Error. | Moptriep. 


Cited: Crinkley v. Egerton, 118 N. C., 447, 451; Clark v. Hill, 117 
N.C., 12; Barrington v. Skinner, 1b., 52; Mfg. Co. v. Gray, 121 N. C., 
170; Wilcox v. Cherry, 123 N. ©., 84; Phipps v. Wilson, 125 N. C., 107; 
Yarborough v. Hughes, 1389. N. C., 208; Smith v. French, 141 N. C., 9; 
Hamilton v. Highlands, 144 N. C., 283, 285; Hauser v. Morrison, 146 
N. C., 252; Hicks v. King, 150 N.C., 871; Prano Co. v. Kennedy, 152 
N. C., 200; Guy v. Bullard, 178 N. C., 230; Sewing Machine Co. v. 
Burger, 181 N. C., 252. | 7 


(385) 
*SARAH HIGH vy. CAROLINA CENTRAL RAILROAD COMPANY. 


Injury to Person on Railroad Track—C ontributory Negligence— 
Liability of Railroad Company—Defective Record on Appeal. 


1. Where an engineer sees on the track, in front of the engine which he is 
moving, a person walking or standing, whom he does not know at all, or 
who is known by him to be in full possession of his senses and faculties, 


*BURWELL, J., having been of counsel, did not sit on the hearing of this case. 
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the former is justified in assuming, up to the last moment, that the latter 
will step off the track in time to avoid injury, and if such person is in- 
jured, the law imputes it to his own negligence and holds the railroad 
company blameless. 


2, A record on appeal which does not show that a Superior Court was opened 
and held at all in the county from which the appéal comes, is fatally 
defective. 


_ Acrion tried at Fall Term, 1892, of Brapen, before Winston, J., to 
recover damages alleged to have resulted by reason of defendant’s 
negligence. The following issues were submitted to the jury by consent: 
1. Was the plaintiff injured by the negligence of defendant as alleged? 

2. Did plaintiff by her own negligence contribute to the injury? 

8. Did plaintiff execute the release set out in the answer ? 

4. If plaintiff executed the release, did she understand the meaning 
and effect of it? — 

5. What damage, if any, is the plaintiff entitled to? 

The plaintiff testified as follows: “I was on the railroad at Rosindale 

on 4 February, 1891, on the side track, and did not hear the 
(386) engine until it ran over my foot. It had touched me before I 
, heard it and I jumped, as I was going from the train; heard no 
whistle or bell. My right foot was crushed and the doctor cut it off; 
was in bed for three or four weeks; train was running slowly and went 
only a short distance after it struck me. It was a freight train.” 

Upon cross-examination plaintiff said: “I first saw the train below © 
the end of the switch. It was then moving on the main track. This 
was when I first came up to the railroad crossing. J was first on the 
main track and then got on the side-track. I got on the main track 
at Clark’s store at Rosindale and went up the same a short distance to 
the pump-house; did not look back again. If I had looked back I could 
have seen the engine. It was a straight track. I could have stepped off 
the side-track. I was going home from Clark’s house, but did not follow 
the dirt road. I went up the railroad. The dirt road to my house 
crosses the railroad. I could have crossed over the side-track, but did 
not. I had seen the train below me; no trestle on the road near Rosin- 
dale; no embankment; no fences. I was in the middle of the side-track 
when the engine struck me and I got all off but my foot.” 

On redirect examination she stated: “JI live a mile from Rosindale 
and the county road leads by my door'to Elizabethtown; no dirt road 
near railroad track. The doctor came the night I was hurt. I was hurt 
in the morning. He gave me no medicine to quiet me. I could have 
walked along the side of the railroad at the point I was struck.” 
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_ Clark, sheriff, a witness for the plaintiff, testified: “I was at my 
store, fifty or seventy-five yards from the plaintiff, when the accident 
happened, and saw her a little while afterwards. The engine was run- 
ning slowly when it passed my store; heard no bell or whistle, 

but heard the whistle blow for the station where freight was put (387) 
off that morning. Freight trains usually go on main track until 
freight is put off; engineer could have stopped the train in ten feet at 
the speed he was going. It was up grade a little at that point. Plaintiff 
was suffering, but was conscious, and wanted to go home. By the side 
of the cross-ties is a path and a dirt road, which was a half mile out of 
her way home. J think the mail train was at the tank, and both trains 
blew for the station. There was nothing there to prevent one’s seeing 
the train. Plaintiff could have crossed the side-track after she crossed 
the railroad and might have gone along the side of the track. She said 
to me that she thought the engine was on the straight track until it 
brushed her and she jumped and fell, and that it was her own fault that 
caused the injury. Have known plaintiff for several years. She is 
neither blind nor deaf nor crazy, nor was she lame before receiving the 
injury. Rosindale is a place on the defendant railroad, where there is 
located nothing but a wood-rack and pump-house.” 

James Council, a witness for plaintiff, and her brother-in-law, testi- 
fied: “I went to see the plaintiff and waited on her for four weeks. 
She suffered pain, and for three weeks did not sleep. The doctor left 
no medicine for her to take. I told Elmore I thought it was plaintifi’s | 
own negligence that caused the accident.” 

The plaintiff was recalled and testified that she walked across the 
main track to the side-track, where she thought the train would not 
come, and she walked on up the side-track. It is needless to set out 
defendant’s rebutting testimony ; it is not necessary to the understanding 
of the opinion. 

At the conclusion of the evidence, the court being of opinion (388) 
that plaintiff was not entitled to recover, directed the jury to 
answer the second issue, Yes; and thereupon judgment was rendered in 
favor of the defendant, and the plaintiff appealed, assigning error as > 
follows: | | | | 

1. There was evidence sufficient to justify the jury in finding a verdict 
for the plaintiff, and the presiding judge should have submitted it to the 
jury. | 

2. There being some evidence, it was the duty of the judge to submit 
it with proper instructions to the jury, and the failure of the judge to 
do this was error. 


Strong & Strong for plaintrff. 
W. H. Neal for defendant. 999 
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Avery, J. This case is governed by the principle laid down in 
McAdoo v. R. R., 105 N. C., 140. Where an engineer sees, on the track. 
in front of the engine which he is moving, a person walking or stand- 
ing, whom he does not know at all, or who is known by him to be in 
full possession of his senses and faculties, the former is justified in 
assuming, up to the last moment, that the latter will step off the track 
in time to avoid injury, and if such person 1s injured, the law imputes 
it to his own negligence, and holds the railroad company blameless. 
Meredith v. R. R., 108 N. C., 616; Norwood v. R. R., 111 N. C., 236. 

This case is clearly distinguished from Deans v. R. R., 107 N. Cy 
686; Bullock v. R. R., 105 N. C., 180, and Clark v. R. R., 109 N. C. 
430. In the first case named. the engineer could by proper wateh#ultiess 
have seen that the person killed was lying apparently helpless across the 
track, at a distance of half a mile; in the second, the engineer at a dis- 
tance of a thousand yards actually saw a man running on the track 

waving his handkerchief as a signal to stop, and also saw or 
(389) might have seen a horse and wagon apparently stalled at a 

crossing one hundred and fifty yards farther on; in the third, 
the engineer could have seen, in time to avert injury, that the decedent 
had gone upon a trestle in his front, from which he could not step off 
in time to avert injury, if the speed of the engine aoe not be 
diminished. 

The failure of the engineer to keep a proper lookout subjects the com- 
pany to liability only in those cases where, if he had seen the situation 
of the injured party, it would have become his duty to pursue such a 
course of conduct as would have averted it. Whether he saw the plain- 
tiff at a distance of one hundred and fifty yards or of ten feet, he was 
not at fault in acting on the supposition that she would still get out of 
the way. It is not material whether the train was moving fast or slow 
in such a case as this. For present purposes the relative condition of 
the parties would have been the same had the engine been moving fifty 
miles an hour and had she been discovered on the track at a distance 
that would be traversed in the same time that would have been con- 
sumed in going ten feet at the rate of ten miles an hour, unless addi- 
tional liability should have been incurred by running so fast in a 
populous town. 

If the plaintiff had looked and jistened for approaching trains, as a 
person using a track for a footway should in the exercise of ordinary: 
eare always do, she would have seen that the train, contrary to the usual 
custom, was moving on the siding. The facts that 1t was a windy day 
and that she was wearing a bonnet, or that the train was late, gave her 
no greater privilege than she would otherwise have enjoyed as licenses; 
but, on the contrary, should have made her more watchful. Norwood 
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v. R. R., supra. There was nothing in the conduct or condition of the 
plaintiff that imposed upon the engineer, in determining what course 
he should pursue, the duty of departing from the usual rule that 

the servant of a company is warranted in expecting licensees (390) 
or trespassers, apparently sound in mind and body and in pos- 
session of their senses, to leave the track till it is too late to prevent a 
collision. Meredith v. R. R., supra. 

The record is fatally defective, in that it does not show that a 
Superior Court was opened and held for Bladen County at all. Besides, 
the judgment is not sent up, nor does it appear whether it was 
founded upon a verdict on the issues or a nonsuit, to which plaintiff 
submitted on hearing the intimation of the judge. But it is an appeal 
by a pauper, and there may be some palliative, if not meritorious, reason 
for failing to look after the making up of the transcript, and, if not, 
we can foresee no evil from viewing the case in the most favorable aspect 
for the plaintiff by supposing that she submitted to uaemICD of non- 
suit and appealed. 

APPEAL DISMISSED. 


Cited: Syme v. BR. R., 118 N. C., 565; Matthews v. R. BR. 117 N. C., 
642; Purnell v. R. R., 122 N. C., 850; Asbury v. R. R., 125 N. C., 576; 
Neal v. BR. &., 126 N. C., 688, 644; Wheeler v. Gibbon, ib., 818; Wright 
v. A. f., 182 N. C., 881; Bessent v. R. &., 1b., 940; Pharr v. BR. £., 
133 N. C., 611; Crenshaw v. R. R., 144 N. C., 323; Beach v. R. R., 148 
Ni Oy 164: Girsckland wv. yee ee 150 N. oF 8: Sine Oo. Bs, 16s, 109; 
Deum v. R. R., 154.N.-C., 411, 413; Patterson v. Power Co., 160 
N. C., 580; Talley ae ae ae 163 N. C., 572, 575; Abernathy v. R. i, 
164 N. Cs 95, 98; Ward v. R. f., 167 N. on 152, 156, 160; Treadwell 
v. A. &., 169 N. C., 699; Davis v. BR. £., 170 N. C., 584: Horne v. 
R. R., vb., 656. 


(391) 


C. W. LAWSON v. RICHMOND AND DANVILLE RAILROAD COMPANY 
AND THE WESTERN NORTH CAROLINA RAILROAD COMPANY. 


Removal of Causes—Diverse Citizenship—Jurisdiction—Order of 
Federal Judge—fights of State Courts. 


1. The act of Congress of 1887 as amended by that of 1888, which provides 
that “where a suit is pending or may hereafter be brought in any State 
court in which there is a controversy between a citizen of the State in 
which the suit is brought and a citizen of another State, any defendant, 
being such citizen of another State, may remove such suit into the Cir- 
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cuit Court of the United States for the proper district, at any time before 
the trial thereof, when it shall be made to appear to said Circuit Court 
that from prejudice or local influence he will not be able to obtain justice 
in such State court,” does not authorize the removal of a cause pending 
in a Superior Court of this State between a citizen of another State as 
plaintiff, and a resident corporation and a foreign corporation, doing busi- 
ness and having property in this State, as defendants. 


2. Where the prerequisites for removal under the act of Congress do not 
exist, the federal tribunal has no jurisdiction to remove or try a case, 
and where such court makes an order that the case be certified thereto, 
the State court may decline to permit the removal. 


8. The mere filing of a petition for removal of a suit from the State to the 
Federal court does not work a transfer, but the suit must be one that may 
be removed and the petition must show the petitioner’s right to demand 
a removal. Until these prerequisites appear the State court is not ousted 
of its jurisdiction, and its orders and proceedings must be respected. 


Motion by defendant, Richmond and Danville Railroad Company, 
heard at August Term, 1892, of Ineprzx, before Boykin, J. 

The motion was that the court sign the following order: 

“Tt appearing that defendant, the Richmond and Danville Railroad 
Company, has obtained an order for the removal of this cause into the 
Cireuit Court of the United States for the Western District of North 
Carolina, all of which appears from the petition, affidavits and bond of 
said defendant and the order of said court duly certified to this court, 
it is considered and adjudged that this court will proceed no further in 
this cause, and that the clerk of this court certify to said Circuit Coun, 
before the next term thereof, a copy of the record in this cause.’ 

This motion was founded upon the petition, affidavits, and bond of 
said defendant, and the order of the Circuit Court of the United States 

for the Western District of North Carolina. 
(392) The plaintiff was at the commencement of this action, and 
now is, a citizen and resident of the State of Kentucky. 

The court declined to sign the order, and made the following entry on 
the docket, to wit: 

“The court declined to permit the removal of this cause to the Circuit 
Court of the United States, and declines to sign the order presented by 

the defendant.” 

And from this judgment the defendant, the Richmond and Danville 
Railroad Company, appealed. 

The affidavit for removal of cause upon which the motion was founded 
was as follows: 

“A,B. Andrews, Vice-President of the Richmond and Danville Rail- 
road Company, being duly sworn, does say that the Richmond and Dan- 
ville Railroad Company is one of the defendants in the above entitled 


302 


N. 0.] FEBRUARY TERM, 1893 
Taseson Vv, R. R. 


cause which is now pending for trial in the Superior Court of Iredell 
County, in the State of North Carolina, and that from prejudice and 
local influence the said defendant shall not be able to obtain justice in 
the said State court, nor in any other State court to which the said 
defendant may, under the laws of the said State of North Carolina, 
have the right, on account of such prejudice or local influence, to re- 
move said cause; that by the accident which occurred on the railroad 
of this defendant on 26 August, 1891, and which is the basis of this 
action, a number of persons, passengers, and employees on the train of 
the said defendant, were either killed or wounded, as many as twenty- 
two being killed, or having died from injuries received, and about 
twenty-seven injured, and that the said accident was at a place called 
Bostian Bridge, in the county of Iredell, in said State, on the date above 
mentioned; that the report of said accident was at once widely cir- 
culated, and many persons from the county of Iredell came to witness 
the scene of the accident, and also many persons from the adjoining 
counties to Iredell; that the dead and wounded were carried to 

Statesville, the county-site of Iredell County, where the dead (393) 
bodies were viewed by numerous citizens from the locality, and 

where many of the wounded were taken into the houses of citizens of 
said town; that great indignation was expressed by numbers of persons 
in the community on account of the great loss of life and injuries re- 
sulting from the accident, and many harsh and unjust criticisms were 
made upon the said defendant and the alleged careless manner in which 
it had operated its said railroad; many leading citizens going so far as 
to charge publicly that the destruction of life and injuries to the persons 
were the result of the recklessness of the said defendant and its wanton 
disregard of human safety and human life; that a newspaper published 
in Statesville called the Landmark, generally circulated in the county 
of Iredell and circulating also widely in the counties and localities ad- 
joining and around Iredell County, which said newspaper has great 
influence in its circulation, published articles adverse to the said de- 
fendant on account of said accident, bitterly arraying the defendant 
before the readers of said paper and the public on account of the said 
accident, whereby, and on account of which, much prejudice was aroused 
against the said defendant and which still exists; that many of the per- 
‘sons killed or injured in the said accident were residents of the said 
county of Iredell and the adjoining counties, where their families, rela- 
tives, friends, and associates reside, all of whom are or have been active 
and zealous in denouncing and criticising the said defendant, and ex- 
citing against the defendant much ill and prejudicial feeling; that other 
newspapers than the Landmark above named, published and circulated 
in North Carolina and in the county aforesaid, and the adjoining coun- 
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ties, have published and circulated articles bitterly denouncing the said 

defendant on account of the said accident, using such expressions 
(394) as rotten sills, loose rails, negligent employees and other like ex- 

pressions to convey to the public the impression that the said acci- 
dent was due to the gross and inexcusable negligence of the said de- 
fendant; that by reason of these things a strong public sentiment, pre- 
judicial to the defendant, has been manufactured and matured, so much 
so that this affiant verily believes that the said defendant cannot obtain 
justice in the State courts aforesaid; that a number of suits have been 
brought in the State courts of North Carolina upon the alleged cause of 
action aforesaid, there being as many as twelve or fifteen in the county 
of Iredell, as many as ten in the county of Buncombe and several in 
other counties,.and affiant is informed and believes that the parties, plain- 
tiff have made common cause in all the cases, and that they and their 
friends have been active in prejudicing the public mind against the said 
defendant with -a view of placing it at a disadvantage in trials of said 
causes in the State courts.” 

A certified copy of the record of the Circuit Court, showing the peti- 
tion and order of said court, was filed in the Superior Court. One of 
of the allegations in the petition for removal was as follows: “Your 
petitioner further shows that in said suit there is a controversy between 
a citizen of Kentucky and a citizen or Virginia, as it is informed and 
believes, the plaintifi’s pleadings in the action, however, not showing 
of what State the plaintiff is a resident or citizen. The plaintiff and 
the petitioner are citizens of different States, and the controversy be- 
tween your petitioner, which avers that it was, at the time of bringing 

said suit and still is, a citizen of Virginia, and that this action 1s brought 
in the State of North Carolina.” 


Armfield & Turner for plainteff. 
D. Schenck and F. H. Busbee for defendants, 


(395) Avzury, J. The right of removal depends upon the construc- 

tion of the act of 1887 as amended in 1888, the pertinent portion 
of which is as follows: “And where a suit is now pending or may be 
hereafter brought in any State court in which there is a controversy 
between a citizen of the State in which the suit is brought and a citizen 
of another State, any defendant, being such citizen of another State, 
may remove such suit into the Circuit Court of the United States for 
the proper district, at any time before the trial thereof, when it shall 
be made to appear to said Circuit Court that from prejudice or local 
influence he will not be able to obtain justice in such State court, or 
any other State court to which the said defendant may, under the laws 


304 


Nie) FEBRUARY TERM, 1893. 
Lawson v. R. R. 


of the State, have a right on account of such prejudice or local influ- 
ence to remove said cause.” Foster Fed. Pr., 386; Malone v. R. R£., 
33 ‘Fed., 631. The privilege of removal on account of prejudice or local 
influence is granted to defendants who are citizens of a State other than 
that in which the suit is brought, and the Richmond and Danville Rail- 
road Company is entitled to the benefits of its citizenship in Virginia. 
But the action here is brought in the Superior Court of North Carolina 
by a citizen of Kentucky against a resident corporation and a foreign 
corporation, and is not, therefore, a controversy “between a citizen of 
the State in which suit is brought” and the citizen of a State, who as 
defendant, seeks to remove the cause. A citizen of a State other than 
this has sued a resident corporation in our State court, which, under our 
statutes, has cognizance of such a suit against it, and joins a nonresident 
corporation having property and conducting business within the State. 
The facts bring this case neither within the letter nor the spirit of the 
act of 1888. It does not come within the language of the law, because 
the plaintiff is a citizen of Kentucky and not of the district in 

which the action was brought. On the other hand, the mischief (396) 
evidently intended to be remedied in the enactment of the statute 

was the procurement of verdicts in State courts by bringing local influ- 
ence to bear and engendering prejudice against nonresidents who have 
no community of interest with the jurors of the vicinage and in favor of 
persons who reside amongst and are identified with them, It will not 
be contended for the plaintiff, we suppose, that the fact of the existence 
of local prejudice or the exertion of such influence is a jurisdictional 
question, since it seems to be settled that it is within the sound discre- 
tion of the Federal court, to which removal is asked, to determine 
whether sufficient evidence has been offered to establish the truth of the 
allegation as to local influence and prejudice. In re Pennsylvania Co., 
137 U.S., 451. 

It is conceded, too, that under the act of 1888 the practice as to re- 
moval for local prejudice differs from that where the application is 
founded upon diverse citizenship, in that the motion in the one case 
‘must originate in the Federal, and in the other in the State courts. 
Foster, supra, sec. 386; 20 A. & E., 1000, note 2; Fisk v. Henarie, 142 
U. S., 468. | 

The affidavit filed in this case seems to be sufficiently full to meet the 
requirements of the more rigid, but apparently more just, rule adopted 
in some of the circuits, that the petition should set forth specifically 
the evidence of the existence of local prejudice. Foster, supra, p. 578; 
In re Pennsylvania Co., supra; Malone v. R. £., 85 Fed., 625. If, there- 
fore, the only contested point were whether the defendant had offered 


305 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [112 
Lawson v. R. R. 


sufficient proof of the existence of local prejudice, we would hold, with- 
out hesitation, that the plaintiff can contest that question sale by a 
motion to remand made in the Federal court. 

(397) The questions presented here, however, are, first, whether it 

was made to appear to the.judge below that the Circuit Court of 
the United States would have jurisdiction to try the suit upon removal, 
second, whether on the failure of a petitioner to show from the affidavits 
and record the legal power of the Federal court, or where it appears 
affirmatively from inspecting them that the court in which the action, 1s 
pending alone has cognizance, the State court, must, without contesting 
the right to subject litigants to the delay and expense incident to an 
appeal to the Supreme Court of the United States, submit to the usurpa- 
tion of authority, send up the transcript and await the action of the 
appellate court for redress of the grievance. 

It is settled beyond all reasonable controversy that the Federal tri- 
bunals can take jurisdiction not at the discretion of a circuit judge, but 
upon defendant’s adducing not only proof satisfactory to such judge 
of the existence of local prejudice and influence, but at least prima facie 
evidence that, both as to the parties and subject-matter, such court has 
the legal authority to order the removal and take cognizance of the suit. 
In our case one of the plain prerequisites to removal is that the peti- 
tioner shall show by affidavit, or the record, that all of the plaintiffs are 
“citizens of the State where the suit 1s brought.” 20 A. & E., 999; 
Foster, supra, 579; Pike v. Floyd, 42 Fed., 247; Niblack v. Alexander, 
44 Fed., 306; Anderson v. Bowers, 48 Fed., 8321; Young v. Parker, 132 
| Oe 267 : Teese a Driver, 117 U.S., 279, 

. Where causes have been inconsiderately removed to the circuit courts 
by order of the State courts on affidavits purporting but failing to show 
diverse citizenship, the Supreme Court has invariably remanded them 
to the circuit courts, with directions to send them back to the State 

courts, with costs. Stevens v. Nichols, 1380 U. S8., 230; Mansfield 

(398) A. &. Co. v. Swan, 111 U. S., 879; Gibson v. Bruce, 108 U. S., 

561. 

The case of Young v. Parker, supra, was removed from the State 
court of West Virginia to the Cireuit Court of the District of West ° 
Virginia upon the ground that the defendant petitioner would not be 
able to obtain justice on account of prejudice and local influence, and 
is, therefore, in point, except that it was a construction of Revised 
Statutes, 639. Fuller, C. J., delivering the opinion of the Court, said: 
“It was and is essential in order to such removal, where there are sev- 
eral plaintiffs, or several defendants, that all of the necessary parties 
on the one side must be citizens of the State where the suit is brought, 
and all on the other side must be citizens of another State or States. 
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It does not appear from either of these petitions and affidavits, 
or elsewhere in the record, that diverse citizenship, as to the parties 
therein named, existed at the time of the commencement of the suit, nor 
that diverse citizenship existed between the complainant and all the 
necessary defendants at the time the petition and affidavits were filed. 
‘The cause was not properly removed, and the State court has never lost 
jurisdiction.” Stevens v. Nichols, supra; Cretrove v. RB. R., 181 U. S., 
940. So far as the principle involved in this appeal is affected, the 
only change made by the act of 1887, as amended by the act of 1888, 
was to limit the right of removal to the defendants and to require addi- 
tional allegations in the petition or affidavit. 20. A. & E., 999; Tullock 
v. Webster, 40 Fed., 706. 

Since, therefore, the defendant sets forth in its nena the fact that 
the plaintiff is a citizen of Kentucky, and it appears from the statement 
of case on appeal that “the plaintiff was at the commencement of ae 
action and now is a citizen and resident of the State of Kentucky,” 
is clear not only that the defendant has failed to show affirma- 
tively what is essential to give the Federal court power to remove (399) 
and try, but that in fact the Federal court has never had and 
the State court has never been ousted of the jurisdiction to hear and 
determine the cause. The State court is not bound to stay proceedings; 
nor are its orders void except where the Circuit Court of the United 
‘States has rightfully assumed cognizance. The Supreme Court of the 
United States has repeatedly held, in that class of cases where the afh- 
davit for removal must be filed in ‘the State courts, that after the requi- 
site bond and affidavit are filed “in a suit that is removable, the State 
court is absolutely divested of jurisdiction and its subsequent orders 
are coram non judice, unless its jurisdiction be in some form restored.” 
Steamship Co. v. Tugman, 106 U. 8., 118; Ins. Co. v. Dunn, 19 Wall, 
214; Marshall v. Holmes, 141 U. 8., 589. 

But in all these cases it was éoneeded: either directly or by implica- 
tion, that 1f the requisite petition and bond had not been filed, the State 
courts would still have had rightful cognizance to finally hear and deter- 
mine the cause. In Steamship Co. v. Tugman, supra, the Court (at 
page 122) said: “The requirements of the law are met if the cltizenship 
of the parties to the controversy potent to be removed is shown affirma- 
tively by the record of the case.” E converso, if the statute requires, 
as a prerequisite to removal, that the plaintiff shall be a citizen of the 
‘State in which the suit is brought, when it appears of record that he is 
a citizen and resident of a different State, the jurisdiction of the State 
court must remain undisturbed, and its orders made in the exercise of 
its rightful authority must be valid. In the earliest case in which this 
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doctrine was distinctly announced, Swayne, J., for the Court, said, in 
discussing the question whether the removal was made within the time 

prescribed by the statute, viz., before final trial: “It is main- 
(400) tained by counsel for the administratrix that the order of re- 

moval by the common pleas was erroneously made, the first ver- 
dict and judgment being final within the meaning of the act of Con- 
gress and the laws of Ohio. If the point be well taken the judgment 
must be affirmed, otherwise veversed.” 

In Marshall v. Holmes, supra (cited by counsel for defendant), the 
Court said: “Jf under the act of Congress the cause was removable, 
then, upon the filing of the above petition and bond, it was in law re- 
moved, so as to be docketed in that court, notwithstanding the order of 
the State court refusing to recognize the right of removal.” 

In every case relied upon it will appear that the exclusive jurisdiction 
of the Federal court was made to depend on compliance with the act 
of Congress. The Federal court has no jurisdiction till the State court 
acts on a sufficient affidavit. Hall v. Chattanooga, 48 Fed., 599. 

But in Stone v. South Carolina, 117 U. S., 430, Waite, C. d., lays 
down the rule for which the plaintiff contends in very clear and unmis- 
takable language, when he says: “A State court is not bound to sur- 
- render its jurisdiction of a suit on petition for removal until a case has 
been made, which on its face shows that the petitioner has a right to 
the transfer. . . . If he fails in this, he has not in law shown to 
the court that it cannot proceed further with the suit. Having acquired 
jurisdiction, the court may proceed until it has been judicially informed 
that its power over the cause has been suspended. The mere filing of a 
petition for removal of a suit, which is not removable, does not work a 
transfer. To accomplish this the suit must be one that may be removed 
and the petition must show a right in the petitioner to demand removal. 
This being made to appear on record and the necessary security having 

been given, the power of the State court ends and that of the 
(401) circuit court begins.” It‘is manifest, therefore, that under this 

rule the case is still pending in the State court, and its orders 
and proceedings must be respected until the Federal court shall make 
an order upon a petition or record showing at least prima facie its 
rightful authority to make it. Thompson v. R. R., 38 Fed., 673. 

The Constitution and statutes made in pursuance thereof fix the 
bounds of the concurrent jurisdiction of the Federal courts and provide 
the machinery for a transfer where it 1s lawful to remove, but no judicial 
officer, however exalted his position, has the power to invest his own 
court with jurisdiction not recognized by law, or to suspend the legal 
authority which another court is rightfully exercising. An inadvertent 
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order of a Federal officer cannot, for the mere sake of harmonious action 
between the two governments, be allowed to subject suitors to needless 
delay in prosecuting causes before the proper tribunal in a State. 

The case of Fisk v. Henarie, supra, establishes only what has been 
admitted, that it was within the discretion of the circuit court to pass 
upon the evidence of prejudice, but it has no bearing upon the other 
question, whether the action shall be considered as removed by an order 
of a Federal judge upon an affidavit plainly insufficient to authorize 
the order. | | | 

Upon a careful consideration of the authorities the refusal to re- 
move is 

AFFIRMED. 


In Bowley v. same defendants: 


Avery, J. This appeal involves precisely the same question discussed 
in Lawson's case, supra, and for the reasons given in the opinion in that 
case 

AFFIRMED. 


In Weber v. same defendants: (402) 


Avery, J. This case involves precisely the same question presented 
in Lawson's case, supra. For the reasons given in the opinion in that 
case 

AFFIRMED. 


In Moore v. same defendants: : 


Avery, J. It having been agreed that the decision in this case was to 
depend upon that in Lawson's case, supra, and the two cases involving 
the same question, we conclude, for the reasons set forth in the opinion 
in the last named case, that the order 1s | 

AFFIRMED. ; 


Cited: Tucker v. Life Assn., post, 197; Baird v. R. R., 113 N. C., 
607; Howard v. BR. R., 122 N. C., 954; Beach v. R. R., 181 N. C., 400; 
Higson v. Ins. Co., 158 N. C., 42. 
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DERASTUS LEWIS v. R. A. FOARD. 
Practice—Judgment Non Obstante Veredicto—Haception—Certiorarr, 


1. Where an issue distinctly raised by the pleadings is submitted to the jury 
without objection, a motion by plaintiff after verdict for the defendant 
for judgment on the pleadings cannot be entertained. 


2. In such case a certiorari to correct the case on appeal by having it to state 
that the motion for judgment after verdict was made on admissions in 
the testimony of the defendant on the trial as well as on the pleadings, 
will be denied where it appears that plaintiff did not ask for instruc- 
tions on that aspect of the case, nor file any exceptions to the judge’s 
charge. . 

8. A motion for judgment non obstante veredicto can only be made on the 
face of the pleadings. 


Aprrat from the court of a justice of the peace, tried at August Term, 
1892, of Gurtrorp, before Connor, J., and a jury. 
Testimony was introduced by both parties and the issues submitted to 
the jury under the charge of the court, to which no exception 
(403) was made. After verdict and judgment for the defendant, plain- 
tiff appealed. 


J. A. Barringer for plainteff. 
J.T. Morehead for defendant. 


Crark, J. The plaintiff, after verdict, moved for judgment upon the 
pleadings. This was properly denied, because an issue was distinctly 
raised by the answer, and was submitted to the jury without objection, 

The plaintiff also moved for a certiorart to correct the case on appeal 
by setting out that the motion for judgment by plaintiff, after the ver- 
dict against him, was made “upon admissions in the testimony of the 
defendant upon the trial” as well as “upon the pleadings.” The plain- 
tiff avers that the judge is willing to make the correction. But if such 
correction of the case were made we cannot see how it would benefit the 
plaintiff. Jf admissions were made by the defendant in his testimony, 
as alleged, the plaintiff should have asked for instructions upon that 
aspect of the case. He did not do so, nor did he file any exceptions to 
the charge.. We do not understand how he can get the benefit of an 
objection for an omission to charge by a motion non obstante veredicto. 
Indeed, that motion can only be made on the face of the pleadings. 
Walker v. Scott, 106 N. C., 56. There was no exception for omission to 
charge, and, besides, that is not ground for exception, unless there was 
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a prayer for instruction refused. Boon v. Murphy, 108 N. C., 187, and 
other cases cited. Clark’s Code (2 Ed.), p. 382. The motion for certi- 
orari must be denied, and the judgment below is 

AFFIRMED. 


(404) 
*W. H. RUSSELL v. JOHN CAMPBELL. 


Appeal, Dismissal of —Disposal of Subject-matter. 


Where, after an appeal from the refusal of judgment for the restitution of 
personal property, the appellant has come into possession of the property, 
or its equivalent, this Court will not hear the matter merely to ad- 
judicate the costs, but will dismiss the appeal. 


CLAIM AND DELIVERY to recover possession of an engine. Defendant 
replevied, and plaintiff and his servants proceeded to remove the prop- 
erty (the defendant being present and objecting), and sold and delivered 
it to a purchaser in Robeson County. At May Term, 1892, of Cumpzr- 
LAND, the defendant moved for an order requiring plaintiff to return the 
property forthwith to defendant. His Honor, Boykin, J., refused to 
grant the same, and defendant appealed. 

Upon the call of the case in this Court it appeared from statement of 
counsel that the matter had been settled, “and that no rights of parties 
would be affected by the determination of this case, and that the only 
matter involved is the costs of the action.” 

Plaintiff’s counsel moved to dismiss. 


H. L. Cook and 8S. H. MacRae for plaintoff. 
N. W. Ray for defendant. 


Crark, J. This was an appeal from the refusal of a judgment for 
the restitution of certain personal property. Since the appeal was taken, 
the appellant has come into possession of the property, or its equivalent. 
The Court will not hear a matter merely to adjudicate the costs 
when the subject-matter of the appeal has been disposed of. 8S. v. (405) 
Rh. &., 74 N. C., 287; Hasty v. Funderburk, 89 N. C., 93; Pritch- 
ard v. Baxter, 108 N. C., 129. 

APPEAL DISMISSED, 


Cited: Hllott v. Tyson, 117 N. C,, 115; Herring v. Pugh, 125 N. C., 
438; Van Dyke v. Ins. Co., 174 N. C, 81. . 


*MacRag, J., did not sit on the hearing of this case. 
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J.C. PASS y. C. C. CRITCHER ET AL. 
Arbitration Bond—Award—Liability of Surety. 


Where a surety on an arbitration bond guaranteed in a certain sum that one 
of the parties to the arbitration would in ‘‘all respects fairly and fully 
abide by the award to be made by the arbitrator’: Held, that the bond 
was not simply a guaranty that his principal would not withdraw from 
the arbitration, but an obligation to see that the award should be in all 
respects performed, the liability of the surety being limited to the sum 
named in the bond. 


Aorton against C. R. and C. C. Critcher, principals, and J. A. Long, 
surety, on an arbitration agreement and bond, and heard before Connor, 
J., at November Term, 1892, of Prrson, on the pleadings, exhibits and 
admissions. | 

There was judgment for the plaintiff, and defendants appealed. 

The facts are sufficiently stated in the opinion of the Court. 


W. W. Kitchin and J. W. Graham for plaantiff. 
Boone & Parker and Merritt & Bryant for defendants. 


(406) Crarx, J. The plaintiff and the defendants, Critcher Bros., | 

having agreed to submit the matters in dispute between them to 
arbitration and entered into an arbitration bond, the defendant Long 
signed the following guaranty: i 

“As surety in the sum of five hundred dollars, I hereby guarantee 
that Critcher Bros., the parties of the second part in the foregoing agree- 
ment, will in all respects fairly and fully abide by the award to be made 
by the arbitrator. | 

“This 23 March, 1892. J. A. Lone.” 

The arbitrator made his award, adjudging that the defendants, 
Critcher Bros., pay the plaintiff $887.73. It is not denied that they are 
liable for the full amount of the award. But it is contended that the 
defendant Long is not liable upon his guarantee for the payment of 
$500, said Critcher Bros. having failed to pay the sum adjudged against 
them or any part thereof. 

If the guarantee had been “to abide the arbitration” there would have 
been some applicability of the authorities cited in support of the con- 
tention that the guaranty of Long was merely that Critcher Bros. should 
not withdraw from the agreement to arbitrate and was not that the 
award should be paid. But the agreement is not to “abide,” but to 
“abide by,” and it is the award and not the submission to arbitration 
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which is guaranteed. As the award is the consummation and the end 
of the arbitration, a guarantee to abide by the award cannot mean 
merely that the party should not withdraw from the submission to 
arbitration. It means that he shall abide by, stand to and perform the 
award. The guarantor here carefully limited his liability to $500 if 
his principals should fail to abide by the award. In some cases the 
award might be of specific acts which if not done the guarantor should 
pay $500. But this award being for the payment of money, it 

can only be performed by payment. Had the sum adjudged the (407) 
plaintiff been less than $500, the guarantor could have discharged 

his hability by paying such lesser sum. As it is more than $500, his 
liability is limited to that sum by the terms of the guarantee. 

The words “‘abide by” have a settled fixed meaning. Webster’s Inter- 
national Dictionary says, “ ‘abide,’ when followed by ‘by,’ as ‘abide by,’ 
means to stand to; to conform to, as (giving an example) to ‘abide by 
a decision or an award.’ ” 

Soule’s Synonyms gives as synonymous for “abide by” the words “act 
up to, fulfill, discharge (of promises and the like).” 

Roget’s Thesaurus, in hke manner, gives as synonyms of “abide by,” 
“meet, fulfill, carry out, carry into execution, execute, perform, satisfy, 
discharge.” 

In Kesler v. Kerns, 50 N. C., 191, where the agreement to arbitrate 
contained the words, “the decision shall be binding,” the defendant con- 
tended, as in this case, that this was an obligation to submit to arbitra- 
tion, aan not to pertora the award; but this Court (Pearson, J.) held 
that it was an obligation to perform the award. In Thomson v. Deans, 
59 N. C., 22, where the agreement was to “abide by such lines” as the 
arbitrators might decide upon, the court decreed specific performance 
by the execution of deeds of release up to such lines. 

In the present case the construction contended for by the defendant 
would make the guarantee of the award valueless. The other construc- 
tion gives it force and effect. We are not to presume that the parties 
did a vain thing. By the settled rules of construction, if the paper were 
susceptible of two meanings, the court would not place that con- 
struction upon it which would render it nugatory and meaning- (408) 
less. Hunter v. Anthony, 53 N. C., 385. 

We, however, are clear that the guaranty of the award has here but 
one construction : 2. ¢., that it shall be in all respects performed (limiting 
the liability of guarantor, if the award is not fully performed, to $500). 
To us the words used seem to leave no room for question. We have only 
been thus explicit out of deference to the earnest and learned argument 
-of the counsel for the defendant. 

AFFIRMED, 
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T. A. McNEILL Er az. v. D. D. McBRYDE Er At. 


Subjecting Land of Deceased Surety on Guardian Bond to Payment of 
Ward’s Debt—Practice—Parties—J oinder—Petition to Sell Lands 
for Assets, Requisites of. 


1. Where, in an action to subject the land of a deceased surety on a guardian 
bond to the payment of ward’s debt, the amount of damages arising 
from a breach of the bond is alleged in the complaint and admitted in 
the demurrer, an objection that judgment has not first been obtained on 
the guardian bond is untenable. 


2. In such case a ward can maintain the action in his own name, and the 
joinder of the State is a mere matter of surplusage, and not a mis- 
joinder of different causes of action. 


8. A petition to subject lands to sale under section 1487 of The Code is de- 
fective where it fails to set forth “the value of the personal estate of 
the intestate and the application thereof,” and for such defect it is de- 
murrable. : 


Action heard on demurrer, before Winston, J., at October Term, 
1892, of Roszson. The defendants appealed from judgment of the 
court overruling the demurrer. 

The title of the cause was as follows: 
(409) “T. A. McNeill and wife, Caroline E. McNeill, in behalf of 
themselves and all other aeediioes of the estate of A. S. McKoy, 
deceased, and State ex rel. T. A. McNeill and wife, Caroline E. McNeill, 
v. J.D. Ourrie, administrator d. b. n. of A. S. McKoy, deceased, D. D. 
McBryde (and others, heirs at law of A. S. McKoy, deceased).” 

The complaint allered 3 in substance: 

That at June Term, 1855, of the Court of Pleas and Quarter Sessions 
of Cumberland County, one J. P. Hodges qualified as guardian of the 
minor heirs of William T. Smith, deceased, one of whom was the feme 
plaintiff, and gave bond in the penal sum of $50,000, with one A. S. 
McKoy and Henry Elliott as sureties; that in May, 187 8, a proceeding 
by the plaintiff and other wards of said Hodges was eee before the 
Clerk of the Superior Court of Cumberland County for a final account 
and settlement of the guardian estate, and at May Term, 1890, of the 
Superior Court of said Cumberland County, judgment was rendered in 
favor of the plaintifis T. A. McNeill and wife, Caroline E., against the 
said Hodges for $1,694.66, with interest from 29 May, 187 8; that said 
Hodges is insolvent; that "the feme plaintiff, ward of said Hodges, at- 
tained her majority in 1871, and in 1877 intermarried with the said 
plaintiff T. A. McNeill, that the said A. 8. McKoy, surety on the 
guardian bond, died in Alabama i in 1865 or 1866, leaving as his heirs 
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at law certain of the defendants, and owning certain lands in Robeson 
County, particularly described in the complaint, and in 1879 one Mc- 
Nair qualified as his administrator, but died July, 1890, and in Novem- 
ber of that year the defendant J. D. Currie qualified as administrator 
de bonis non; “that the personal estate of the said A. S. McKoy is 
wholly insufficient to pay his debts and costs and charges of administra- 
tion”; that the condition of the guardian bond was broken by the 
failure of said Hodges to render a plain and true account, ete., (410) 
and to pay to the feme plaintiff her share of the guardian estate, 

and that the damages arising from the said breach were the amount of 
the judgment obtained as aforesaid. 

The complaint further alleged that the eiosiaut Currie failed and 
refused to apply for an order of court to sell said lands for assets, ete. 

The prayers of the complaint were as follows: 

1. That an account may be taken of what is due plaintiffs in respect 
to said debt due by judgment as aforesaid, and that the following further 
accounts and inquiries may be taken and made, viz.: 

2, An inquiry as to what real estate the intestate was seized at the 
time of his death. | 

3. That the real estate of the said intestate, or a sufficient part thereof, 
may be sold under the order of this court to pay the debts of intestate 
remaining due and unpaid ; an account of the proceeds, rents and profits 
of said real estate coming into the hands of the defendants, or any of 
them. 

The defendants demurred to the complaint, assigning as grounds: 

1. That there is a misjoinder of causes of action, in that T. A. Me- 
Neill and wife, Caroline E., in behalf of themselves and all other credi- 
tors of the estate of A. S. McKoy, are joined with State ex rel, T. A. 
MeNeill and wife, Caroline E. McNeill, as plaintiffs. 

2. For that the complaint fails to state a cause of action in favor of 
T. A. McNeill and wife and other creditors of A. S. McKoy and against 


_ defendants. 


8. For that it does not appear from complaint that plaintiffs have 
instituted any action on said bond, ascertained amount of damages in- 
curred by breach of same, and caused judgment therefor to be 
entered. (411) 

4. That the complaint fails to show (a) what amount or 
amounts of assets, if any, went into the hands of John McNair, former 
administrator, and the disposition of the same; (b) the amount of debts 
outstanding against estate of A. S. McKoy; (c) the value of the present 
estate of said McKoy, or the ages and residences of the heirs at law of 
said McKoy. That this action may be dismissed at cost of plaintiffs. 
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T. A. McNeill for plaintiffs. | 
Rowland & McLean and N. W. Ray for iendiae 


Sueruerp, OC. J. The objection that the plaintiff Caroline McNeill 
cannot subject the land of the intestate until a judgment has been 
obtained upon the guardian bond executed by him as surety would seem 
to be sustained by the case of Williams v. McNair, 98 N. C., 332. But 
as the amount of damages arising from a breach of the bond is alleged 
in the complaint and admitted by the demurrer, the present case does 
not come within the reason of that decision, and the point is therefore 
untenable. 

The amount of damages, then, being admitted, the plaintiff can main- 
tain the present proceeding in her own name, and the joinder of the 
State is a mere matter of surplusage and not a misjoinder of different - 
causes of action. Being entitled to proceed against the land, she could 
do so by a proceeding in the nature of a creditors’ bill, and the objection 
‘upon this ground is also without merit. 

We think, however, that the petition is deficient in that it does not 
comply with section 1437 of The Code, which requires that it shall set 
forth “the value of the personal estate and the application thereof.” 

It simply states that the personal estate “is wholly insufficient 
(412) to pay his (intestate’s) debts and the costs and charges of admin- 

istration.” The purpose of the statute, in requiring the particu- 
lars therein mentioned to be stated in the petition, was to enable the 
Court to see whether a sale was necessary; but the present allegation 
wholly fails to give any such information. It is important that the 
requirements of the statute should be observed, and we must sustain the 
demurrer upon this ground. Shields v. McDowell, 82 N. C., 1387. In 
other respects the rulings below are affirmed. The plaintiff may apply 
for leave to amend in the Superior Court. 

The costs of this appeal will be equally divided. The Code, sec. 527. 

Mopiriep. | 


Cited: McNeill v. Currie, 117 N. C., 345. 
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THOMAS D. CLEMENT, ApMrp. oF AMOS GOOCH, v. W. W. COZART Er at. 


Fraudulent Conveyances—Action to Set Astde—Issues. 


1. A voluntary conveyance is fraudulent in law as to existing creditors when 
the grantor does not at the time of the conveyance retain property fully 
sufficient and available for the satisfaction of his then creditors. 


2. If a conveyance fraudulent in law be declared void at the suit of an exist- 
ing creditor, all creditors~those existing at the time of the execution of 
the conveyance and also subsequent creditors—will be entitled to come in 
and participate in the fund arising from the sale of the property, subject 
to existing priorities of lien or those obtained by diligence. 


38. A ereditor whose debt arose subsequently to the conveyance may bring the 
action and show the fraud in law; and, further, that there are debts 
unpaid and capable of being enforced which were in existence at the time 
of the execution of the voluntary deed. 


4. Where a voluntary conveyance is fraudulent in fact (as upon a secret trust 
for the benefit of the grantor, and for the purpose of hindering and delay- 
ing his creditors), the action may be brought by the subsequent as well as 
the existing creditor, and the subsequent creditor need not allege and 
prove that one or more of the existing debts is still unpaid. 


5. Where, in an action in the form of a creditor’s bill to set aside a conveyance 
is fraudulent, instituted by a creditor whose claim arose subsequent 
to the conveyance, the allegations were that at the time of the con- 
veyance the grantor was insolvent; that the deed was made with intent 
to hinder, delay and defraud existing and subsequent creditors, and that 
the conveyance was voluntary and on some secret trust for the benefit 
of the grantor, and there was evidence tending to show that the deed 
was to grantor’s children, that it was secretly made and the registration 
thereof was long delayed, and that grantor remained in possession: 
Held, that the submission to the jury of the single issue as to whether 
the deed was made by the grantor with intent to hinder, delay or defraud 
the plaintiff (a subsequent creditor) unduly lJimited the inquiry to the 
present intent in grantor’s mind, at the time of the execution of the deed, 
to defraud plaintiff. Such special inquiry would not be necessary if the 
jury were satisfied that there was a secret trust, a continuing fraud, 
evidenced by the grantor’s remaining in possession, etc. 


6. When presumptions of fraud arise, as from dealings between father and 
son, the jury must, under proper instructions, find the fraudulent intent, 
unless it is rebutted by proof. 


Action by plaintiff, as administrator of Amos Gooch, de- (413) 
ceased, in behalf of himself as administrator and all other credi- 
tors of James C. Cozart, against W. W. Cozart, administrator of J. C. 
Cozart, deceased, and the heirs at law, ete., of said J. C. Cozart, to com- 
pel the administrator to sell real estate of deceased for assets to pay his 


debts. 
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The plaintiff tendered several issues, all of which were refused, and 
a single issue was submitted by the court as follows: 

“Was the deed executed by James C. Cozart to D. C. Lunsford and 
Thomas G. Cozart, dated 21 November, 1871, made with intent to 
hinder, delay or defraud Amos Gooch” (plaintifi’s intestate) ? 

The jury answered “No,” and from the eee en thereon for 
(414) defendants, plaintiff appealed, 

The facts necessary to an understanding of the decision of the 
Court are fully and clearly stated in the opinion of Associate Justice 
Mackae. 


Batchelor & Devereux for plarntiff. 
J. W. Graham for defendants. 


MacRax, J. Was the one issue submitted by the court such that the 
appellant was not denied an opportunity to have the law applicable to 
any material portion of the testimony fairly presented and passed upon 
by the jury, it being settled that beyond this rule there is no limit to the 
discretion of the presiding judge in settling issues? Denmark v. FR. R., 
107 N. C., 185. 

The main point in this case was whether the deed was fraudulent as 
to subsequent creditors as well as to creditors existing at the time of its 
execution, if it were indeed fraudulent as to the latter class. The plain- 
tiff’s intestate was a subsequent creditor. 

_The issues which arose upon the allegations of the complaint, as to 
the death of plaintifi’s intestate and the appointment of plaintiff as 
administrator, and the denial of knowledge by defendants, as appear by 
articles one and two of the complaint and article one of the answer, were 
not mentioned, and we presume were not insisted upon by defendants. 

His Honor submitted but one issue: “Was the deed executed by James 
C. Cozart to D. C. Lunsford and Thomas G. Cozart, dated 21 November, 
1871, made with intent to hinder, delay or defraud Amos Gooch?” _ 

We by no means hold that his Honor was required to submit the 
issues presented by plaintiff’s counsel, although, if he had deemed best 

to have submitted issues upon several facts alleged and denied 
(415) in order to bring the principal question the more clearly before 

the jury, or in order to enable the court upon the ascertainment 
of facts by the jury to declare the law, he might have done so. The 
decisions are becoming quite numerous on this subject. The question, 
What are the material issues? arises in each case. - We refer to Braswell 
v. Johnson, 108 N. C., 150, and to Clark’s Code, sec. 398. 

The execution of the deed was admitted. The complaint alleged that 
at the time of its execution the grantor, J. C. Cozart, was insolvent, 
greatly indebted beyond his ability to pay, and that the deed was exe- 
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cuted with intent to hinder, delay and defraud the then and all subse- 
quent creditors of said J. C. Cozart, and that the grantees and their 
alleged cestuis que trustent had notice thereof. 

It alleged the indebtedness of said J. C. Cozart with other persons 
upon a bond to plaintiff’s intestate, the judgment thereon and a partial 
payment, and that a large part thereof is still due and unpaid. 

It charged that said deed was made upon some secret trust for the use 
and benefit of the grantees; that no part of the recited consideration had 
ever been paid nor was ever intended to be paid; and averred that the 
said deed was intended to be a voluntary conveyance. 

Tt further alleged the death of said J. C. Cozart, the administration 
by one of the defendants, the want. of personal assets, the necessity of a 
sale of the lands of intestate to pay his debts, the conveyance by D. C. 
Lunsford and Thomas G. Cozart, the grantees in the deed above named, 
of the lands described therein for the recited consideration of one dollar, 
to W. W. Cozart and his heirs in trust for the use and benefit of the 
said James C. Cozart and his wife for life, and after the death of the 
survivor to be sold and the proceeds divided among the children 
and heirs at law of the said James C. Cozart; and that the de- (416) 
fendants are the only heirs at law of said J. C. Cozart. 

The answer admits the judgment in favor of plaintiff as alleged id 
the payment thereon as alleged, the death of J. C. Cozart and the. admin- 
istration by defendant W. W. Cozart, and the want of personal assets. 
It denies all fraud, and denies that said J. C. Cozart died seized of the 
land in question, or that it will be necessary for the defendant adminis- 
trator to sell lands to pay debts. 

The plaintiff undertook and offered evidence tending to prove that 
‘at the time of the execution of the deed first mentioned, J. C. Cozart 
was indebted to several persons and was insolvent. It will be seen by 
reference to the statement of the case that all of the debts alleged to 
have been due and owing by the said J. C. Cozart at the time of the 
execution of the deed were contracted in the years 1857 and 1858, except 
a judgment rendered against him in 1869, and that upon a hom for 
$2,000, made by J. C. Cozart and W. w. Cozart on 1 June, 1857, a 
payment had been made in February, 1870. So that, according to the 
~ evidence, there was a large amount of indebtedness of J. C. Cozart at 
the time of the execution of said deed, but that at the date of the begin- 
ning of this action the presumption of payment had arisen 1f payment 
were pleaded upon all of the said bonds, and that an action upon the 
said judgment would be barred if the statute of limitations were pleaded 
thereto, provided there were no disabilities which prevented the running 
of the statute. | 
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The plaintiff offered evidence tending to prove that said deed was 
made to a son and a son-in-law of the grantor; that it was secretly made, 
and the registration thereof long delayed; that the grantor remained in 
possession exer¢ising acts of ownership over said land all his life; that 
| some-thirteen years after the execution of said deed the grantees 

(417) conveyed the said lands to another son of the said J. C. Cozart 
as trustee for him and his wife, and under such limitation as to 
-render said lands unavailable at the instance of creditors. Platntiff’s 
counsel contended that the fact proved raised the presumption of a 
secret trust for the benefit of the grantor and in fraud of his creditors, 
and that the evidence tended to prove that the $2,000 recited considera- 
tion had never been paid, or raised a presumption to that effect which 
the defendants had failed to rebut. They contended that under the 
evidence a presumption had arisen which had not been rebutted; that 
the said deed was fraudulent and void, not only as to those existing at 
the time of its execution, but as to all subsequent creditors. They fur- 
ther contended that if the deed was made with intent to defraud the 
then existing creditors it was void, and that as there were still subsist- 
ing debts which existed at the time of the execution of the deed, it was 
void also as to subsequent creditors. 

We are of the opinion that, in order to a clear understanding of the 
matters In controversy, 1t was necessary to have submitted an issue as 
to the intent of J. C. Cozart, at the time of the execution of the deed, 
to hinder, delay or defraud his then existing creditors; for although it 
might not be clear to the jury that there was an intent in the mind of 
the donor at the time of the execution of the deed, in 1871, to hinder 
Amos Gooch, who became a creditor in 1877, yet if they should find that 
it was executed with the intent to defraud the then existing creditors, and 
if it should further appear that any of the then existing debts were still 
- in existence and capable of being satisfied out of the lands in question, 
if said deed should be declared void, in that case the deed being void as to 

one was void as to all, and the plaintiff is entitled to his relief. 

(418) Up to the act of 1840 (section 1547 of The Code), the law was, 
| as laid down in O’Dantel v. Crawford, 15 N. C., 197, that no 
voluntary conveyance of property, even to a child, will be upheld to 
defeat an existing creditor. Houston v. Bogle, 32 N. C., 496; 2 Kent 
Com., 442. After the act of 1840 he must be careful to retain property 
sufficient and available to answer all his debts then existing. Thacker v. 
Sanders, 45 N. C., 145. “Apart from the act of 1840, if there be an 
existing debt and the debtor makes a voluntary conveyance and after- 
wards becomes insolvent, so that the creditor must lose his money or 
the donor must give up his property, the latter is required to give way 
on the ground that one must be honest before he is permitted to be gen- | 
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erous. To effect this such voluntary conveyance is presumed as a matter 
of law to be fraudulent.” Jones v. Young, 18 N. C., 352; Houston v. 
Bogle, supra. The act of 1840 makes an important change in the law, 
and requires the question of fraud to be submitted to the jury as an 
open question of fact in those cases where, “at the time of the convey- 
ance, property fully sufficient and available for the satisfaction of all 
his then creditors is retained by the donor.” This is made a condition 
precedent in order to bring a case within the operation of the act. .. Black 
v. Saunders, 46 N. C., 67; Pullen v. Hutchins, 67 N. C., 428. The lead- 
ing case in this country on the subject of voluntary settlements by one 
indebted 1s Reade v. Invingstone, 3 Johns, Ch., 481, in which Chancellor 
Kent reviews all the English authorities and reaches the conclusion that 
they may always be avoided by existing creditors, and that a presump- 
tion of fraud arises in favor of subsequent creditors where there were 
existing debts not inconsiderable, but of sufficient amount to afford rea- 
sonable evidence of fraudulent intent. To the. same conclusion is 
Sexton v. Wheaton, 8 Wheaton, 239. And the opinions in these cases 
cite all of the English authorities up to their date, and we take 

this to be the law of North Carolina, modified, however, by the (419) 
act of 1840, so as not to apply to cases where the donor retained 
property fully sufficient and available to pay existing debts. The re- 
mark of the late Smith, C. J., in Worthy v. Brady, 91 N. C., 265, com- 
menting on O’Daniel v. Crawford, that the statute corrects this ruling, 
does not overrule the last named case, but simply calls attention to the 
change in the law by reason of the act of 1840. 

But the complaint not only alleges the deed to have been fraudulent; 
it charges that 1t was executed with intent to hinder, delay, and defraud 
the then and all subsequent creditors, etc.; and in the eighth article, 
that it was executed by James C. Cozart and wife “upon some secret 
trust for the use and benefit of the said grantees (evidently meaning 
grantors) in some way unknown to plaintiffs.” 

A clear distinction is made between voluntary deeds where the pre- 
sumption of fraud in law arises and conveyances void by reason of 
actual fraud. “When a subsequent creditor seeks to avoid a convey- 
ance upon the ground that it was voluntary and void as to creditors 
on account of fraud in law as distinguished from actual fraud, he must 
be able to show that there is some existing debt remaining unpaid, for if 
all such debts were provided for and paid, or afterwards paid without 
being provided for, that fact repels the presumption of fraud which the 
law makes from the mere fact that the conveyance was voluntary. The 
general expression in Hoke v. Henderson, 14 N. C., 12, “that a convey- 
ance void as to one creditor is void as to all creditors,” is qualified by 
what immediately follows: “It is upon this foundation that what are 
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called fishing bills are filed in equity to find out a creditor at the time 
of the conveyance, and to bring the whole fund into subjection 
(420) to general creditors, including subsequent creditors.” The mean- 
ing is there must be one existing creditor unpaid, as to whom the 
conveyance is void; if so, that will let in all creditors and bring the 
whole fund into subjection to general creditors. In this case there was 
an actual fraud. The conveyance was colorable and in trust for the 
debtor, and being a continuing trust and a continuing fraud, a subse- 
quent creditor can take advantage of it without the aid of an existing 
creditor whose debt is unpaid.” 

The distinction is well stated in Toney v. McGehee, 38 Ark., 419: 
“A voluntary conveyance may be impeached by a subsequent creditor 
on the ground that it was made in fraud of existing creditors; but to do 
so he must show either that actual fraud was intended, or that there 
were debts still unpaid which the grantor owed at the time of making 
it.” See many cases cited in 8 A. & E., page 751 ef seq. 

When a presumption of a secret trust is raised by the grantor’s re- 
maining in possession, 1t requires proof in rebuttal. Askew v. Reynolds, 
18 N. C., 367. Under 13 Elizabeth, ch. 5, a conveyance made under a 
secret trust and with fraudulent intent may be avoided as well by subse- 
quent as by previous creditors. Pinkston v. Welsh, 19 Pick., 231. 

“Tf, indeed, there is a design of fraud or collusion or intent to deceive 
third persons in such conveyances, although the party be not indebted, 
the conveyance will be held utterly void as to subsequent as well as to 
present creditors, for it is not bona fide.” 1 Story Com. Kq., 352. 

The distinction is recognized in Massachusetts: “If the debtor made 
the voluntary conveyance with ‘intent to defraud,’ an expression ex- 
emplified by a conveyance with a secret trust unexplained in favor of 
the debtor, or by a conveyance made to avoid a judgment, subsequent 

creditors and purchasers may avail themselves of the fraud to 

(421) set aside the deed; but if the conveyance was voluntary only, 

and made without fraudulent intent, it may be avoided only by 
creditors of the time of making it.” 2 Bigelow on Fraud, p. 103. See 
the same book, ‘page 88 et seq., for a very thorough discussion of: the 
subject and review of all the authorities upon it. 

Lnitleton v. Intileton, 18 N. C., 327, cited by defendant’s counsel, we 
consider an authority for the distinction. It was a proceeding for dower 
in lands alleged to have been fraudulently conveyed to the children of 
a former marriage by the husband about the time of the second mar- 
-Ylage, in contravention of the act of 1784. “When secretly made, in con- 
templation of marriage, that special intent constitutes express, positive 
or actual fraud, as it 1s indifferently called in the books in contradis- 
tinction to that which is implied in law, merely from the tendency of — 
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the act. Express fraud must render everything into which it enters 
vicious. It consists in meaning, at the time of an act, to produce thereby 
a particular prejudice to another, and that very consequence will be 
produced if the act be allowed to stand. The statute, 13 Eliz., makes 
void only such conveyances as are intended to defeat creditors, and, 
therefore, a voluntary conveyance by one then having no creditor is not 
apparently in it. Yet, if it be made with a view to becoming indebted, 
it is fraudulent and void.” This opinion was delivered before the act of 
1840; since then there must be superadded the failure to retain property 
fully sufficient and available to pay his debts. 3 

But for the great length to which it would lead us we would be glad, 
out of respect for the learned counsel of the defendant, to discuss each 
decision cited by him and point out the difference between it and the 
one before us. We must content ourselves with remarking, 
however, that they generally refer to strictly voluntary convey- (422) 
ances. 

To sum up the whole matter: “The law is that a voluntary convey- 
ance, where the grantor did not at the time of the grant retain property 
fully sufficient and available for the satisfaction of his then creditors, 
is fraudulent in law as to existing creditors. And if such conveyance 
shall be declared void at the suit of an existing creditor, all creditors, 
those existing at the execution of the conveyance, and also subsequent 
creditors, will be entitled to come in and participate in the fund arising 
from a sale of the property, subject to priorities and to the maxim 
vigtlantibus non dormientibus leges subvement. 

If the action shall be brought in the name of a subsequent creditor, 
he may show the fraud in law; and further, that there are still debts 
unpaid and capable of being enforced, which were in existence at the 
time of the execution of the voluntary deed. Whether debts which upon 
proper plea would be held barred by the statute of limitations or by pre- 
sumption of payment can be said to be capable of being enforced, is an 
interesting question upon which we are not called upon to express an 
opinion at this time and without further argument; but it would seem 
that such debts would not be presumed incapable of being enforeed until 
proper pleas raised the question, or until it was shown that no disability 
prevented the running of the statute. 

If, however, there was actual fraud, as distinguished from fraud in 
law, ‘the presumption of which arises from a voluntary settlement with- 
out ‘retaining property fully sufficient and available for the satisfaction 
of his then creditors, as if the conveyance were upon a secret trust for 
the benefit of the grantor: and for the purpose of hindering, etc., his © 
creditors (Hawkins v. Alston, 39 N. C., 187), the action may be brought 
by the subsequent as well as by the existing creditor, and if by a 
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(423) subsequent creditor it would not be necessary for him to allege 

and prove that one or more of the existing debts was still unpaid. 
In the case before us actual fraud was charged, and the intent to hinder,. 
etc., not only existing but subsequent creditors; and the action was in 
form, a creditor’s bill. While it may be possible, and we suppose the 
learned judge who tried this case so intended, under one issue to present 
every phase of the contention to the jury by appropriate instruction, the 
tendency was to narrow the inquiry to the question whether there was a 
present intent in the mind of the grantor at the time of the execution 
of the deed to defraud the plaintifi’s intestate. If the jury was satis- 
fied that there was a secret trust and a continuing fraud, evidenced by 
a remaining in possession and other acts, it would not be necessary that 
they should be confined to the inquiry shether the intent was specially 
to hinder, ete., the plaintifi’s intestate. 

As the case must go down for a new trial, we do not feel called upon 
to examine and pass upon seriatim the instructions given and the pray- 
ers refused. We will only say that when presumptions of fraud arise, | 
as from dealings between father and son, the jury must, under proper 
instructions, find the fraudulent intent unless it is rebutted by proof. 
Banking Co. v. Whitaker, 110 N. C., 345, and cases cited. 

The issues ought to be so framed as to present the questions whether 
this was a voluntary deed, for upon its face it recites a valuable con- 
sideration; whether it was made with the intent to hinder, delay or 
defraud existing creditors; whether any of the existing debts, if there 
were any, were still subsisting at the time of the commencement of this 
action; whether the deed was executed upon a secret trust for the benefit 
of the grantor; and whether it was intended to hinder, ete., his 

creditors, 
(424) ‘These seem to be the material issues. Possibly the judge who 
tries the case may find it convenient to present them in a more 
concise form with proper.instruction. We do not propose to invade his 
province. 

We have passed over the first and second exceptions upon the alleged 
failure of the defendants to prove the registration of the deed, because 
we think that the plaintiffs are concluded upon this point by the admis- 
sions of their pleadings and their issues submitted, in which they admit 
the registration of the deed five years after its execution. There is error, 
and we order a | 

New TRIAL. 


Cited: Brinkley v. Brinkley, 128 N. C., 518, 514; Hobbs v. Cash- 
well, 152 N. C., 189; Powell v. Lumber Co., 153 N. C., 58; Aman v. 
Walker, 165 N. C., 228; Bank v. McCaskill, 174 N. C., 364. 
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(425) 
W. G. WILLIAMS et au. v. EMILY JOHNSON Er AL. 


Fraudulent Judgment, Sale Thereunder—Unauthorized Appearance of 
Attorney—Rights of Purchaser Without Notice of Fraud—Inade- 
quacy of Price. 


1. Attorneys and solicitors are officers of the courts, expressly empowered [to 
represent litigants, and parties about to acquire rights under the judg- 
ments of courts are not bound to inquire into the authority of the attor- 
neys who profess to represent the plaintiffs or petitioners; and where such 
rights have been acquired by one who had no notice of the lack of 
authority on the part of an attorney who professed to represent the 
owners in a proceeding for the sale of land, no evidence tending to dis- 
prove the existence of such euler ought to be admitted to overthrow 
the rights so acquired. 


2. A purchaser at an execution sale, a stranger to, and having no notice of, 
any irregularity or fraud in the judgment under which he buys, has only 
to inquire if the court from which the execution issued had jurisdiction of 

_ the parties and the subject-matter. 


3. While creditors of an execution debtor may use inadequacy of price bid as 
an evidence of fraud and collusion between the purchaser and the debtor, 
the latter cannot make it the ground of centesting the title of the pur- 
chaser at an execution sale against him. 


4, In an action to recover land and to set aside as’ fraudulent a judgment 
under which it had been sold, it appeared that a widow, the mother of 
plaintiffs, had procured an ex parte proceeding to be brought in the name 
of herself and children for the sale of the land in which she had dower 
and which she had contracted to sell and have conveyed by good title to 
the defendant or one under whom the latter claimed. The proceedings 
were not conducted to a decree for sale, but a judgment for court costs 
was taken therein against the petitioners, and the land was sold under 
execution issued thereon, and defendant became a purchaser at an insig- 
nificant price. The plaintiffs (heirs of the decedent) testified that they 
were not cognizant of the proceedings, and that the attorney who con- 
ducted the same for their mother had no authority to represent them, but 
there was no evidence that the defendant (the purchaser) knew that the 
attorney had no such authority: Held, that the facts that defendant was 
distantly connected with the widow (mother of plaintiffs) and occupied 
the locus as a renter for two years and during the time when the ex parte 
petition was filed, and that before she purchased at the execution sale she 
held the land under, and had possession of, deeds which contained recitals 
showing that the widow had no authority to sell the fee, were not evidence 
from which the jury might infer that the defendant had notice of the 
fraudulent purpose and character of the ex parte proceedings in which 
the judgment for costs, under which she now claims, was rendered. 


CLARK, J., dissenting. 
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Action tried before Connor, J., and a jury, at April Term, 1892, of 
Wake, the object being to set aside a judgment as fraudulent and to 
recover the land sold under execution issued thereon. 

The facts necessary to an understanding of the decision of the Court 
are sufficiently stated in the opinion of Associate Justice Burwell. 

There was a verdict for plaintiffs, and from the judgment thereon 
defendants appealed. 


(426) George H. Snow and Battle & Mordecai for plainteffs. 
Batchelor & Devereux and Armistead Jones for defendants. 


Burwet1, J. The lot of land in controversy in this action was owned 
at the time of his death, in 1851, by S. W. Williams, to whose widow, 
Polly Williams, it was assigned as dower. She died in 1886. His heirs 
at law were his six children, three of whom, to wit, W. Gaston Williams, 
Frank N. Williams and Mary J. Smith, are plaintiffs, each claiming 
one-sixth part of said lot. The children of a daughter, who died in 1878, 
and who was the wife of the plaintiff, E. Jefferson Smith, are also plain- 
tiffs and claim one-sixth part of said lot as heirs of their mother. The 
other two children of S. W. Williams are not parties to this action. 

It is alleged in the complaint that the defendants hold said lot under 
the widow, who died as above stated in 1886, and also under a deed made 
to the defendant, Emily Johnson, by T. F. Lee, sheriff of Wake County, 
dated 26 April, 1873, he having sold the lot according to law on 7 April, 
1873, under an execution issued to him from the Superior Court of said 
county against the widow and children of S. W. Williams and also 
against I. J. Flowers, the husband of one of the daughters, and Jefferson 
Smith (one of the plaintiffs in this action), the husband of another 
daughter, for a bill of costs amounting to $16.10, the consideration ex- 
pressed 1 in said deed being $18.05, bid by said defendant, 

It is further alleged that the a dpment for costs upon which the said 
execution was issued, was irregular and fraudulent. And the plaintiffs 
demand judgment, first, that the said judgment “be set aside as to these 

plaintiffs as being irregular and fraudulent”; second, that the 
(427) deed from T. F. Lee, sheriff, to Emily Johnson be delivered up 

for cancellation, and third, that they are the owners of the land 
described in the complaint. | 

The primary object of this action is, therefore, to have a judgment ~ 
rendered against the plaintiffs in the Superior Court of Wake County 
in 1872 declared void because of fraud, and thus destroy the force and 
validity of defendant’s title under the deed made to her by the sheriff. 

In the complaint first filed the plaintiffs only alleged their ownership 
of the lot in controversy, and that defendants unlawfully withheld the 


326 


N.C.] FEBRUARY TERM, 1893 


WILLIAMS Uv. JOHNSON 


same from them and demanded possession thereof. The amended com- 
plaint changes the object of their suit to that above stated, their learned 
counsel thus conceding, as it seems, that they cannot oust the defendant. 
from the land until they have first had vacated and set aside the judg- 
ment, execution and sherifi’s deed thereunder, which constitute, as we 
think, the defendant’s only muniment of title. 

Upon the evidence adduced and under the instructions of his Honor, 
the jury have found that this judgment against the plaintiffs was pro- 
cured by the fraud of the widow, the life tenant, and that the defendant, 
Emily Johnson, had notice of this fraud when she bought the land at 
the execution sale made under said judgment; and because of this fraud 
and defendant’s notice thereof it was adjudged that the judgment, exe- 
cution and deed were void. 

Upon the trial the counsel for the defendants contended that there 
was no evidence that their clients had any notice of the alleged fraudu- 
lent conduct of the widow, and that the evidence offered to establish 
that fraud was Incompetent against them. 

His Honor decided that the evidence offered to establish the (428) 
alleged fraud was competent against the defendants, and that 
there was evidence from which the Jury might infer that defendants 
had notice of that fraud, and he so instructed the jury. 

In these respects we think he erred. 

There seems to be little conflict in the testimony offered by the parties 
on the trial, and the conflict 1s about matter that appears to us 1m- 
material. | 7 

Tt is alleged in the complaint-and:- admitted in the answer that at Fall 
Term, 1863, of the Court of Equity of Wake County, an ex parte 
petition was filed by the late Sion H. Rogers, a practicing attorney of 
that court, in behalf of the widow and heirs of S. W. Willams (the 
husbands of the femes covert being also parties), asking that a sale of 
the lot here in controversy be made, in order that the fund arising from 
such sale might be reinvested in a tract of land to be held by the widow 
for life, and then to each of the other petitioners as tenants in common, 
according to their rights in the lot sold. This was accompanied by an 
affidavit of two persons that it was for the interest of all the parties that 
the sale should be made and the fund invested as proposed. No orders 
or decrees seem to have been made while the cause was pending in the 
’ Court of Equity, but it was transferred to the Superior Court in 1868, 
and was continued from term to term till Fall Term, 1872, when a judg- 
ment was entered against the petitioners for costs amounting to $16.10, 
and execution was issued and a sale was made to defendant, Emily John- 
son, as heretofore stated. She was in possession of the premises at the 
time of the sale, and had been in possession since November, 1863, when 
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she had purchased the lot at the price of $2,500 from one Overby, who 
had bought 1t from W. H. High on 3 November, 1863. High had pur- 

chased it on 2 August, 1863, from one Harris Flowers, and the 
(429) latter held it under the following contract: 

“Whereas the undersigned have this day sold to Harris Flow- 

ers and his heirs a lot of ground near the city of Raleigh 
for the sum of $1,400; and whereas, some of the parties interested are 
under age; Now, know ye, that the undersigned Polly Williams, David 
Williams and S. N. Williams bind themselves, their heirs, executors and 
administrators, to make to the said Harris Flowers and his heirs a good 
and indefeasible title to the same, or cause to be made such title by pro- 
curing a decree of the Court of Equity securing said title, or by procur- 
ing the execution of a proper deed from the parties interested, whether 
of age now, or of nonage; and in default thereof we bind ourselves, our 
heirs, executors and administrators, in the full and just sum of $1,400, 
and all interest from this date, and all such costs as he may be put to 
by reason of a failure to have said title made as above obligated. In 
witness whereof,” 

This contract was executed in July, 1863, and was registered soon 
after its execution, and the recitals in her deed were such as to give 
notice to her that those under whom she held claimed under. this 
contract. 

‘It was also proved that for two years prior to her purchase of the lot 
in 1868 the defendant, Emily Johnson, had occupied it as tenant of 
the widow, Polly Williams, to whom she was connected by marriage, her 
brother having married a sister of Polly Willams. 

Such being the relation of the parties to one another and to the matter 
in controversy, the plaintiffs insist that they shall be permitted to 
prove that the petition in the Court of Equity of Wake County for the 
sale of the lot and the reinvestment of the fund was filed by Sion H. 
Rogers at the instance and request of the widow, and that neither he nor 

she had any authority from the plaintiffs to file that petition, 
(430) and that they had never ratified their action—that they were 

indeed ignorant of the fact that such a petition had been filed, 
or that any judgment for costs had been entered against them, or that 
any sale had been made thereunder till shortly before the bringing of 
this action, and that this petition was filed by the widow without the 
knowledge or consent of the heirs, and this judgment for costs, that had — 
not been earned, was entered, and this sale under execution was made 
to cheat and defraud the heirs of S. W. Williams of the reversion in 
this lot. 

The charge of fraud brought at this late day by the plaintiffs against 
their mother is founded upon the idea not that she did directly any act 
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to deprive them of their title, but that, without any authority from 
them, she employed a most respectable solicitor, able and faithful, to 
ask a Court of Equity to sell the lot and itself invest the proceeds in 
other real estate. 

We deem it unnecessary to discuss the Sainte that tends to prove 
or disprove this charge of fraud, for we find no testimony that in our 
opinion in any way goes to show that the defendant, Emily Johnson, 
knew that the solicitor who filed the petition was acting without au- - 
thority from the clients he professed to represent, or that the widow was 
contriving to cheat and defraud her own children, The facts that she 
was distantly connected with the widow by marriage and that she and 
her husband had occupied the lot from 1861 to 1863 as her tenants go 
for nothing. The recitals in her deed pointing, as plaintiffs contend, 
to the contract made by the widow and set out above in full, seem to us 
rather an assurance that the proceeding to perfect the title through the 
intervention of a Court of Equity was properly instituted, and 
that all the parties to the petition had come in that court and (4381) 
submitted themselves to its jurisdiction, than the contrary. 

As the defendant had no notice that the sohcitor had no authority 
_to represent the petitioners, it is conclusively presumed as to her that 
he did have such authority, and no evidence tending to disprove the 
existence of such authority should have been admitted to overthrow 
rights which she had acquired while ignorant of such want of authority. 

Attorneys and solicitors are officers of the courts. They are expressly 
empowered to represent litigants, plaintiffs and defendants, and parties 
who are about to acquire rights under the judgments of courts are not 
at all bound to inquire into the authority of the attorneys who profess 
to represent the plaintiffs or petitioners. It is said of such persons 
that they “come into court by their attorney”; it 1s not permitted to 
them to say that they did not so come when the rights of innocent third 
persons have intervened. 

So far, then, as concerns the defendants, the Court of Equity of Wake 
County and its suecessor, the Superior Court, had jurisdiction of the 
persons. named as petitioners in the petition for the sale of the lot, and, 
' if it is conceded, as plaintiffs contend, that there was no decree for the 
sale of the lot, still a judgment against the petitioners for costs, not 
excepted to or appealed from, was binding upon them; for they were 
to all intents and purposes present in court and subject to its orders 
and judgments made in that proceeding. Upon this judgment for costs, 
which the plaintiffs now say they did not owe, but to which they then, 
though in theory present in court, offered no objection, an execution was 
issued and a sale was made. To that sale the defendant went in the 
person of her agent. She and the heirs were antagonists. Their inter- 
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ests required that they should pay off this judgment for costs, and thus 
gave their reversionary interests from sale. Her interests de- 
(432) manded that she should perfect her defective title at as little cost 
to herself as possible. She had a right to presume that the sheriff 
had notified each one of the heirs of the sale, for the law (Laws 1868-69, 
ch. 237, sec. 11) required him to do so, and he was liable for damages 
if, through his failure to so notify them, any loss came to them. Being 
_a stranger to the judgment, all that she was required to ascertain was 
that an officer was making the sale and that he was empowered to do so 
by a court of competent jurisdiction. Burton v. Spiers, 92 N. C., 508. 
She was not called upon to bid against herself, and, under the circum- 
stances that surrounded her, she acquired by her bid and the deed made 
pursuant thereto a good title against the heirs of S. W. Williams named 
in the execution, and their heirs; for, having no notice of any irregu- 
larity or fraud in the judgment under which she bought, as we have 
seen, she had only to inquire if the court from which the execution issued — 
had jurisdiction of the parties and the subject-matter. Hngland v. Gar- 
ner, 90 N. C., 197, and the cases there cited. a 
And as she was, as we have seen, in no way connected with the alleged 
fraud, the smallness of the price at which the lot was bid off by her 
cannot affect her title. These plaintiffs cannot be heard to complain 
that their property, sold under an execution of which they had notice 
(and as to these defendants such notice is conclusively presumed), 
brought too little. In Durant v. Crowell, 97 N. C., 367, the inadequacy 
of the price bid by the defendant, and at which the sale was confirmed _ 
to her, was held to be a fact from which she should have inferred that 
the title of the party whose title she acquired was not free from equities 
of the plaintiffs, but no such contention was made as that she did not 
acquire for the small sum bid the title of the party whose interest in the 
land was offered for sale. Creditors of the execution debtor may use 
inadequacy of price bid as evidence of fraud and collusion be- 
(433) tween the purchaser and the debtor, as in Osborn v. Wilkes, 108 
N. ©., 671, but no case can be found, we think, that sustains the 
plaintiffs in their contention that they can use the inadequacy of price 
to destroy the title of one who bought their land at execution sale. : 
Taking this view of the matter in controversy, we do not deem it 
necessary to consider servatim all the exceptions taken by defendants. 
They are entitled to a 
_ New Tria. 


Crark, J., dissenting: The land was sold under a judgment for costs 
rendered at Fall Term, 1872, in a proceeding which had been instituted 
in equity in 1863 by Polly Williams. It was bought by the defendant 
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at the price of $18.05. The jury find that the said proceedings, includ- 
ing the judgment for costs at Fall Term, 1872, were procured by the 
fraud of Polly Williams; that the defendants had notice of the fraud 
when she bought at the sale under the execution for costs in April, 1873; 
that none of the plaintiffs had notice of the rendition of such judgment; 
that the guardian of those of the plaintiffs who were at that time minors, 
did not employ counsel in said proceedings 1n equity, and none of these 
plaintiffs had knowledge of said proceedings being pending; that the 
land was sold under the judgment for costs and not under a decree in 
said cause, and that two of the plaintiffs were femes covert when the 
judgment was entered. Upon these findings the plaintiffs were unques- 
tionably entitled to recover. But it is contended that there was not evl- 
dence sufficient to go to a jury to show knowledge of fraud on the part 
of the defendant, and this is the principal point presented by the appeal. ° 
As to Polly Williams, the evidence that she procured counsel to file 
a petition in the names of plaintiffs, some of whom were then adults 
and some minors, without their knowledge and consent, and that these 
plaintiffs never heard of the pendency of such proceedings or the 
judgment and sale thereunder, is evidence of fraud on her part (434) 
sufficient certainly to be submitted to the jury in connection with — 
the other testimony in the case, especially in view of the further evidence 
that two years before the alleged proceedings in equity was begun, Polly 
Williams had bought land (and taken the deed in fee therefor to herself) 
with money received by her from the sale by her of this land, for which 
she attempted to obtain title to the purchaser (under whom the defend- 
ant claims) by filing this proceeding to have it sold in the name of the 
plaintiffs, used without their knowledge and consent. The contract by 
Polly Williams with Harris Flowers for the sale to him, shows on its 
face that she ‘had no right:to convey the land. This contract was not 
only referred to in the mesne conveyances, under which the defendant 
claims, and, indeed, in the very deed to her, but the contract itself was 
in the possession of defendant and was produced at the trial. She was 
living on the lot in 1861 as a tenant of Polly Williams, and up to 
November, 1868, when she took the deed for it. She was related to Polly 
Williams, and was fixed, as we have seen, with notice that this proceed- 
ing was instituted to perfect a title out of these plaintiffs and that the 
* payment, by the recitals in the deeds under which she claims, had been 
made, not to them, but to Polly Williams. She knew also that no decree 
of sale had been made in the cause, and she buys under an incidental 
judgment for costs rendered, as the jury find, without knowledge on the 
part of the plaintiffs of the proceedings, the judgment or sale, and buys 
a valuable tract of land without any consideration moving from her to 
the true owners, nor indeed to any one, beyond a trivial sum ($18.05) 
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to pay costs. All these things taken together surely were sufficient evi- 
dence to be submitted to a jury, from which a jury would be 
(435) authorized to draw an inference that the defendant had notice of 
the fraud perpetrated by Polly Williams on these plaintiffs. If 
so, the judge properly submitted that issue to them. 

Aside from this, the land certainly belonged to these plaintiffs, sub- 
ject to the dower right of Polly Williams. The title has not been 
divested out of them by possession and the lapse of time, since Polly 
Williams did not die till 1886; nor has the title of the plaintiffs passed 
by any deed executed by them, and the jury find upon testimony that 


- the title has not passed from them by virtue of any sale or decree made 


in any cause in court to which the plaintiffs were parties, or of which 
they had any notice. There was no estoppel, nor can the plaintiffs be 
“affected by the judgment and sale for costs in an action to which they 
were not parties. They were entitled to their day in court. They have 
not had it. It is as old as the twelfth section of Magna Carta—indeed, 
far older—as old indeed as the first perception of the principles of 


. natural justice—that “no man shall be disseized of his freehold or de- 


prived of his life, liberty or property, except by the law of the land.” 
This is incorporated in section 17, Article I, Constitution of North 
Carolina. One of the latest amendments to the Constitution of the 
United States (the fourteenth) provides in like manner: “Nor shall any 
State deprive any person of life, liberty or property without due process 
of law.” 

As just said, the plaintiffs once owned this land. They have not 
parted with it by conveyance. They have received nothing for it. There 
is no presumption or limitation against them by possession and lapse of 
time, nor are they in any way estopped. They have been deprived of 
the property upon the evidence adduced and according to the facts found 
by the jury, by a judgment, execution and sale in a cause to which they 

were not parties. They have not had “due process of law,” nor 
(436) has there been any judgment against them according to a law 
| of the land.” 

It is true courts lean, and Bra nesle: too, to upholding the tape of 
legal proceedings. The plaintiffs having been named as parties to the 
legal proceedings in which the judgment for costs was rendered under 
which the land was sold, every presumption is that they were parties. 
But they have conclusively rebutted that presumption. The jury have 
found that they were not only not parties to the action, but never had 
any notice of the proceedings, or the judgment and sale, 

Under these circumstances the plaintiffs should recover the land 
which has never legally passed from them. It is true that when counsel, 
who are able to respond in damages, represent parties to an action with- 
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out their authority, the court may uphold the title of an innocent pur- 
chaser at a sale under a decree in the cause, because then the owner of 
the land is not deprived of his property without compensation. Univer- 
sity v. Lassiter, 83 N. C., 38. But here the counsel is dead, and the 
essential fact that the plaintiffs can get compensation for their property 
out of his estate does not appear. They have no remedy except to regain 
their own. Doubtless the counsel, misled by Polly Williams, honestly 
thought he represented these parties. Nor is this like the ¢ase where 
there is defective service upon a minor who appears by guardian, which 
defect 1s cured by statute. The Code, sec. 387; Harrison v. Harrison, 
106 N. C., 282. The proceeding here was not merely irregular; it was 
void. 

It should be further noted that in University v. Lassiter, supra, the 
defendant had been served with process, and being thereby fixed with 
notice of all orders and decrees in the cause, he was bound by them, and 
it was his own negligence that he allowed an attorney to appear for 
him whom he had not authorized. Here, these plaintiffs were 
neither parties nor had any notice of the pendency of such pro- (437) 
ceeding. 

In Grantham v. Kennedy, 91 N. ©., 148, it is said that a judgment 
obtained by fraud is not, strictly speaking, a judgment of the court. 
There is also another principle still older and fully as well recognized, 
that a judgment binds only parties and privies, and these plaintiffs were 


~ neither, 


Sumner v. Sessoms, 94 N. C., 371, holds that cee it appears from 
the record that a‘person was a party to an action, the legal presumption 
that he was a party is conclusive until removed by a direct, not a col- 
lateral attack. Here we have the attack made directly. It is the foun- 
dation of the action. That such direct attack may be made is also 
recognized in Hdwards v. Moore, 99 N. C., 1, and Brittain v. Mull, 2b., 
483. : 
Grimes v. Taft, 98 N. C., 198, decides only that purchasers at judicial 
sales will be protected against the errors and irregularities of the court 
and the laches of the parties. Here there was none. The plaintiffs 
were not parties at all. 

In the latest case on the subject, Harrison v. Hargrove, 109 N. C., 
346, the Court held the purchaser protected only by reason of the notice 
which the complainants had of the purchase of the land and of its lorig 
occupation by the purchaser—seventeen years. Here there was no “long 
delay or unexplained laches on the part of the complainants.” It is 
found as a fact that they had no knowledge of the sale and purchase, 
nor were they put on notice by possession of the defendant, inasmuch 
as the defendant was in possession of the land by virtue of the purchase 
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of the dower-right, and after the death of the doweress they moved in 

apt time to obtain possession. Upon discovery of the defense of the 

alleged decree and sale they were properly allowed by the court to 
amend this proceeding so as to attack .the former proceedings 

(438) directly and to pray for possession as one of the consequent re- 
liefs asked. 

Morris v. Gentry, 89 N. C., 248, was a case in which the court ap- 
pointed a next friend without notice to the infants or the next friend. 
This was treated as an irregularity, and the purchaser at the sale under 
the decree without notice of the irregularity was held to have a good 
title. It will be noted there was an order or judgment of the court 
that the infants were parties by such appointment of next friend. There 
is nothing of the kind in this case as to the adults whose names appear 
without their authority or any order of court. 

The only direct authority 1 in our Reports that the owner of property 
can be deprived of it by virtue of the decree of a court in a cause to 
which he is not in fact a party or privy and of which he has not notice, 
is England v. Garner, 90 N. C., 197. That proceeds upon the argument 
ab inconvententi of throwing doubt upon judicial proceedings appar- 
ently regular. But in such cases we should follow the plain language 
of the Constitution rather than a decision of a court, else we would 
“make the word of no effect by our traditions.” But, indeed, exactly 
the opposite of England v. Garner is held in Doyle v. Brown, 72 N. C., 
393, which is, besides, supported by the express provisions of both the 
State and Federal Constitutions, and by. the immutable principles of 
natural justice that property shall not be taken from its owner by virtue 
of the decree of any court unless he has opportunity to be heard. 

In 1 Freeman on Judgments, sec. 120a, it is said: “Any judgment 
rendered against one who has neither voluntarily appeared nor been 

served with process must be treated as void.” 
(439) In same volume, section 117: “A void judgment is, in egal 
effect, no fiderent. By it no rights are divested. . From it no 
rights can be obtained. Being worthless in itself, all proceedings 
founded upon it are equally worthless. It neither binds nor bars any 
one. The purchaser at a sale by virtue of its authority finds himself 
without title and without redress.” 

In section 128 the learned author discusses the effect of the ineniion: 
ized appearance by attorney, and holds that by the weight of authority 
a judgment based on that ground can be impeached even collaterally. 
It would be strange if this were not so, since the attorney cannot by 
acceptance of process bring his recognized client into court. A fortiori 
he cannot by a simple entry on the docket bring in as a party one who is 
in fact not a client. 
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As to the argument ab inconvenienti, it is true opportunities for fraud 
may arise if judgment in cases in which parties are apparently regu- 
larly in court may be impeached by showing that in fact and in truth 
they were not parties at all and had no knowledge of the proceedings. 
But equal or greater frauds will follow if persons can be made parties 
in proceedings affecting their rights without service of process and be 
absolutely bound by decrees therein when they are in total ignorance 
of the pendency of the action. The constitutional guarantee that no 
one shall be deprived of his property or privileges or hberty, except by 
the law of the land, protects such persons. Whom else could it protect? 
What use of the provision unless it applied to such? Mr. Webster, in 
his argument in the Dartmouth College case, thus defines the “law of 
the land” and “due process of law,” and his definition has often been | 
quoted by the Courts with approval: “The general law, which hears 
before it condemns; which proceeds upon inquiry, and renders judgment 
only after trial.” 

In 2 Freeman on Judgments, sec. 499, the doctrine of the bind- (440) 
ing effect of the unauthorized appearance of counsel 1s shown 
to be repudiated by all of the later cases as subversive of natural justice. 

As to Mary J. Smith, who, though an infant, appeared as a party by 
her general guardian, the proceedings would be binding as to her but 
for the finding of the jury that the judgment and proceedings were had 
by fraud of which the defendant had knowledge, for she could look to 
her guardian if, by his neglect, counsel were not retained. University v. 
Lassiter, 83 N. C., 38; The Code, sec. 387. 

As to the other plaintiffs, never having been made parties, they are 
not bound by the decree, even in the absence of knowledge.by defendant 
of the fraud. | 


. Cited: Dickens v. Long, post, 817; Carraway v. Lassiter, 189 N. QC. 
155; Rackley v. Roberts, 147 N. C., 208; Yarborough v. Moore, 151 
N. C., 121; Credle v. Baugham, 152 N. C., 20. 


(441) 
DURHAM FERTILIZER COMPANY vy. G. A. CLUTE Et at. 


Joint Stock Association—Corporation—Acceptance of Charter— 
LTnability of Members. 


1. A corporation being a creation of law, whose foundation is the grant of a 
franchise, there must be an acceptance of the grant or charter before it 
ean take effect; therefore, where the act of Assembly (Private Acts 1889, 
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ch. 105) incorporated “The Farmers State Alliance” and declared “each 
county alliance which has been or may hereafter be organized to be a 
body politic and corporate,” and provided that the “officers of the said 
several alliances now existing may immediately accept and adopt this act 
of incorporation, and thereupon they shall severally be invested with the 
-corporate powers conferred by this act under their present plan and man- 
agement”: Held, that the simple continuance in business by an alliance 
after the passage of said act, without signifying in any unequivocal way 
its acceptance thereof, did not relieve it of its character of a joint stock 
association or copartnership. 


2. Where a county alliance which, subsequent to, but without mentioning the 
act of Assembly authorizing it to become incorperated, adopted a resolu- 
tion declaring that the alliance ‘‘will organize a stock company to enlarge | 
the facilities of the alliance store,” etc.: Held, that such resolution con- 
stituted an acceptance of the act of incorporation, and rendered the alli- 
ance a body corporate from the date of such resolution. 


8. Members of a joint stock association (unincorporated) are individually 
liable, jointly and severally, for its debts, and the acceptance by such 
association of an act of the General Assembly authorizing it to become a 
corporation does not relieve its members from liability for debts con- 
tracted by it before such acceptance; otherwise as to debts contracted 
after the acceptance. 


4, Notes given by an agent of a corporation in pursuance of a contract made 
by him in behalf of a joint stock association, before the act of incorpora- 
tion was accepted, are binding upon those who were members before such 
acceptance. 


5. Where an agent of a corporation, under a contract made by him with a 
fertilizer company on behalf of a joint stock association before acceptance 
of an act of incorporation, took notes from those to whom he sold guano 
and turned them over to the fertilizer company, which afterwards re- 
turned them to him for collection, and the amount collected was mingled 
with the funds of the corporation and applied to its use: Held, that the 
members of the association who were such before the act of incorporation 
was accepted are not personally liable for the amounts so collected and 
converted. 


Aorton by the Durham Fertilizer Company against G. A. Clute and 
others, members of the Sampson County Alliance, heard before Con- 
nor, J., and a jury, at October Term, 1892, of Dunnam, 

The substance of the pleadings and the facts necessary to an under- 
standing of the decision of the Court are fully set out in the opinion of 
Associate Justice Machae. | 

The resolution of Sampson County Alliance, adopted 10 April, 1891, 
and referred to in the opinion, provided as follows: “That we organize 
a stock company to enlarge the facilities of the Alliance store; that the 

County Alliance, the suballiances and the individual members of 
(442) the alliance be eligible to take stock,” ete. 
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The certificate issued to certain of the defendants under the plan 
of February, 1889, also referred to in the opinion, was as follows: 
“This certifies that.........cccc. has contributed to the County Business 
Agency Fund the sum of... dollars, with the privilege of draw- 
ing the same out after sixty days’ notice, with eight per cent interest.” 

His Honor, Connor, J., adopting the verdict in response to the issues 
submitted, by consent found and declared the facts pertinent to the 
decision of the cause, and gave judgment against certain of the defend- 
ants and in favor of others, as referred to in the opinion, and both 
plaintiff and defendants appealed. 


Fuller & Fuller and W. A. Guthrie for plaintiff. 
~ Boone & Parker, D. B. Nicholson and John D. Kerr for defendants. 


MacRaz, J. The plaintiff seeks to charge the defendants, twenty in 
number, and the other defendant, Herring, as their assignee, as copart- 
ners in a mercantile venture, under the name of “Sampson County Al- 
liance Store,” with the defendant Clute as manager, for the price of 
certain guano sold by plaintiff to said Clute, as plaintiff alleges, for and 
in behalf of his codefendants, except Herring, in the years 1890 and 
1891. The amount alleged to be due is said to be evidenced by certain 
notes executed to plaintiff by said Clute in his own name, but, as plain- 
tiff alleges, for and in behalf of his codefendants, and after giving all 
proper credits, amounting to the sum of $2,908.16, and interest. Plain- 
tiff further alleges that as collateral security for the said indebtedness the 
defendant Clute, manager and agent as aforesaid, turned over to the 
plaintiff certain claims for fertilizers sold by defendants through 
their aforesaid manager and agent, and at the maturity thereof (443) 
said defendant Clute, manager and agent, collected thereon 
sundry amounts, aggregating the sum of $1,600, which he did not pay 
over to the plaintiff, but used for his copartners in their business. And 
plaintiff further alleges that defendants voluntarily surrendered all the 
effects, property and choses in action of said copartnership to defendant 
Herring, and that said Herring has in his hands, as trustee, more than 
sufficient to pay plaintifi’s debt, and plaintiff alleges a demand and re- 
fusal by said Herring so to pay. | 

Plaintiff demands judgment against all the defendants for $2,908.16, 
and interest, and against Herring that he account for and pay over to 
plaintiff out of the effects so received by him the said sum. The de- 
fendant Clute makes no answer. The other defendants deny the copart- 
nership as alleged, and the giving of any notes by said Clute in their 
behalf or as their agent, or the purchase by them of any guano from 
plaintiff, or their liability upon any note or otherwise for said guano. 
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They deny that they turned over any property to defendant Herring, as 
alleged, but admit that defendant Clute, as business agent of the Samp- 
son County Farmers’ Alliance Store, and certain of the directors thereof 
executed to defendant Herring, trustee, a deed as assignment conveying 
to him all the assets of said store for the benefit of its creditors. They 
further allege that the defendant Clute was the agent of plaintiff in the 
sale of the fertilizers, and they deny that any note, account or other 
thing of value arising from the sale of any commercial fertilizers sold 
by plaintiff to said Clute ever came into the hands of the defendant 
Herring, trustee, or any of these defendants. 
(444) And defendants, as a second defense, allege that said Clute 

_. was agent for plaintiff in the sale of the fertilizers, and not of 
defendants; that the said fertilizers were delivered by plaintiff to de- 
fendant Clute to be sold for the plaintiff; that said Clute did sell said 
fertilizers for plaintiff and took notes for the same, payable to plaintiff, 
and said notes were the property of plaintiff in the hands of said Clute 
as its agent, and that plaintiff took out of the hands of said Clute certain 
of said notes amounting to about $1,400, and put them in the hands of 
an attorney for collection. Some of the defendants filed answers deny- 
ing that they were stockholders in the said store, and one denying that he 
was a member of the alliance. Two issues were submitted to the jury, 
and answered as follows: 

“1, Did the defendant, G. A. Clute, contract with the plaintiff com- 
pany in respect to the guano as the agent of the Sampson County Far- 
mers’ Alliance Store, or on his individual account?” Answer. “As the 
agent of Sampson County Farmers’ Alliance Store up to 15 July 

1891.” 

“2. What amount, if any, of the proceeds of sales of the guano fur- 
nished by the plaintiff company, collected by the defendant, G. A. Clute, 
was used in the business of the said Alliance Store 0” Answer. 
“$1 658.58.” 

His Honor, adopting the verdict upon said issues, by consent found 
other facts, as are set out, and rendered judgment. 

The principal contention before us was concerning the act to whieh 
we shall presently refer, and from which we shall cite such parts as are 
pertinent to our guieys and its effect upon the organization existing 
at the time of its passage. 

By force of the provisions of chapter 105, Private Acts of 1889, cer- 
tain persons, their associates and successors, are incorporated under the 
name and style of “The Farmers’ State Alliance of North Carolina,” 
with the corporate powers and privileges therein declared. Section 6 
provides “That each County Alliance which has been or may here- 
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after be organized is declared to be a body politic and corpo- (445) 
rate under the name and style of the Farmers’ Alhance of the 
particular county in which said alliance is located,” with rights, pow- 
ers and privileges, among which it “may establish, conduct and prosecute 
such mercantile and manufacturing business and such other enterprises 
as will promote the interests and welfare of the said alliance and its 
members in the county in which it is located.” 

By section 8 the subordinate alliances which are now or may hereafter 
be organized in the several counties of the State are created bodies politic 
and corporate under such name and style, ete. : 

“Sec. 9. That the County Alliances and subordinate alliances, the in- 
corporation of which. is provided for in this act, may succeed to the 
rights and privileges, adopt the present organization, assume the liability 
and continue to develop and execute the general plan and purposes of 
the associations respectively known as the County Alliances and sub- 
ordinate alliances as now existing and organized under their constitu- 
tion, by-laws, rules and regulations; shall be corporate bodies and in- 
vested with the corporate powers, rights and privileges herein granted 
to county and subordinate alliances, subject to the supervision and con- 
trol of the Farmers’ State Alliance.” | 

“Sec. 11. That the president, secretary and treasurer or other chief 
officers of the said several alliances now existing in this State, with the 
executive committee of each, may immediately accept and adopt this act 
of incorporation, and thereupon they shall severally be invested with the 
corporate powers, rights and privileges conferred by this act under their 
present plan and organization; provided that the failure or refusal of 
any one or more of the said alliances to accept this charter or act 
shall not affect or prejudice those which do accept, nor prevent (446) 
them from becoming incorporated under this act and enjoying the 
rights and privileges therein conferred.” This act was ratified 7 March, 
1889, and took effect from and after its ratification. 

The defendants contend that the Sampson County Alliance, which 
had already been organized and begun to carry on a general merchan- 
dise business in February, 1889, became a corporation by force of the 
statute on 7 March, 1889, and, therefore, that for any obligation con- 
tracted in said business the members, being stockholders, are not per- 
sonally liable. 

But a corporation ae an antificial person, a creation of law, whose 
foundation is the grant of a franchise, it follows manifestly that there 
must be an acceptance of the grant or charter before the same can take 
effect. One cannot be made a corporator without his consent. 1 Lawson 
R. & R., sec 338 et seg.; Angell & Ames on Corp., sec. 81 et seg. The 
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_ form or manner of such acceptance depends in a great degree upon the 
charter or grant. There is abundant authority to the effect that no 
particular form of acceptance is necessary, but any act unequivocally 
showing an intention to accept the charter is sufficient. 1 Morawetz Pr. | 
Corp., sec. 23; Bank +. Dandridge, 12 Wheat., 64; Angell & Ames, 
supra, 83. It is not every slight deviation from the requirements of a 
special act of incorporation, in regard to acceptance or organization, 
which will avoid the charter and make the individual members liable 
as partners, although as a rule a strict compliance with the enabling act 
is required in the formation of corporations under general laws. It is 
said in. 1 Beach Pri. Corp., sec. 16: “And there should seem to be a 
distinction between a case where the plea of nul tiel corporation is set 
up in a suit between a corporation and a stockholder or other 
(447) individuals to defeat an alleged liability and the case of a suit 
against individuals who claim exemption from individual lia- 
bility on the ground of having become a corporation under the provi- 
sions of a general statute. In the latter case a stricter measure of com- 
pliance with statutory provisions will be required than in the former.” 
We were at first strongly inclined to the conclusion that a presumption 
had arisen of acceptance of the charter by the Sampson County Far- 
mers’ Alliance immediately upon the ratification of the act; but upon 
a closer examination of the act in question we find that by section 11 
some unequivocal act of acceptance is required, something further than 
simply a continuance of the business under the then existing plan, which 
might well have warranted the conclusion of an acceptance but for the 
provision of said section 11. It was in contemplation that those already 
organized should signify their acceptance of the corporate powers 
through their chief officers and executive committee, and the failure or 
refusal so to do by one or more of these organizations was not to preju- 
dice those who did accept. This leaves no room for that latitude of con- 
struction which would presume an acceptance by reason of a continu- | 
ance to carry on business as it had been done before the act. 
It may be considered well settled that as the acts of private persons, 
even of the most solemn nature, may be presumed or proved by pre- 
sumptive evidence, so, as to the acts of a corporation, if they cannot be 
reasonably accounted for but on the supposition of other acts done to 
make them legally operative and binding, they are presumptive proofs of 
such other acts. Middlesex v. Davis, 3 Met., 135; Bank v. Dandridge, 
supra; 1 Waterman Corporations, p. 137. In this case, however, the 
reasonable inference from the failure to take any steps under the act 
of incorporation, and a continuance of the business precisely as before, 
was that this association preferred not to accept the proffered 
(448) charter. 
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We are brought, then, to the conclusion that up to 10 April, 1891, 
there was no act on the part of the Farmers’ Alliance of Sampson 
County from which we may presume an acceptance of the corporate 
franchises tendered by the act of 7 March, 1889. 
~ On 10 April, 1891, this association indicated. its acceptance by a reso- 
lution which, although it did not mention the act, plainly shows that 
its authors had the act before them when the resolution was drawn. 
This resolution was followed by a reorganization on 15 July, 1891, and 
the business was continued until 15 January, 1892, when an assignment 
was made for the benefit of creditors. 

We are of the opinion, and so hold, that the resolution of 10 April, 
1891, was an acceptance of the charter, and that the members of the 
corporation are not personally Hable for the debts incurred by the cor- 
poration. 

And we also hold that before 10 April, 1891, the business was a co- 
partnership, a joint-stock company, which, in North Carolina, in its 
relation with creditors, is none other than a copartnership, and that all 
those persons who were members of the said association before the date 
last named are liable jointly and severally for the debts contracted by 
the said association while such persons were members thereof. 

We concur with his Honor that the certificates issued to certain of the 
defendants under the plan of February, 1889, did not constitute them 
copartners with the Sampson County Alhance, for the reasons stated, 
and “that the plaintiff company is entitled to judgment against the 
defendant Clute for the total amount due upon said notes, for want of 
an answer.’ 

His Honor, by consent, adopting the response of the jury to (449) 

the issues submitted, found the facts upon which he based his 
judgment, and by those facts we are bound. Fertilizer Co. v. Reams, 
105 N. C., 283. 
There was no evidence to sien that either of the defendants, except 
R. M. Crumpler and W. E. Stevens, were members of the Sampson | 
County Alliance between February, 1889, and July, 1891, during which 
time the indebtedness was contracted, and, therefore, as his Honor held, 
they are not liable upon such indebtedness. 

His Honor also found that defendants R. M. Crumpler and W. E. 
Stevens were members of the Sampson County Farmers’ Alliance be- 
tween February, 1889, and 15 July, 1890. It will follow, as was held 
by him, that they are liable upon the debt contracted in May, 1889, 
And upon the finding that W. E. Stevens was a member of said alliance 
between 15 July, 1890, and 15 July, 1891, he is liable upon all indebted- 
ness contracted by said alliance, or by its agent, Clute, in its behalf, 
before the acceptance of the charter on 10 April, 1891. 
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The notes given the plaintiff by said Clute on 1 May and 1 June, 
1891, were after said acceptance, and, therefore, in behalf of the cor- 
poration, whose stockholders were not personally liable for its debts, but 
they were given in pursuance of the contract of 26 January, 1891, made 
by said Clute with the plaintiff “for the sale of guano.” As the contract 
of sale was made with the copartnership, or, rather, with Clute as agent 
for his undiscovered principal, the Sampson County Farmers’ Alliance, 
if could not be that the copartners, at the time of the contract, could 
rid themselves of the obligation by reason of said contract by accepting 
a charter of incorporation, and becoming a corporation whose members 
were not individually liable for its debts. 

His Honor holds that the said joint stock company (referring 
(450) to the organization pursuant to the resolution of 10 April, 1891), 
and the members thereof, either corporate or natural persons, 
became liable for the amount collected on account of said guano, the 
notes returned by the plaintiff to the said Clute, agent of said joint stock 
company, and mingled with its funds and applied to its use. According 
to the findings of fact these notes were returned by plaintiff to Clute for 
collection after 15 July, 1891, and he collected $1,658.58 on account 
thereof, and mingled with the fund and applied to the use of the said 
Sampson County Alliance Store, of course after the last date and con- 
sequently after the acceptance of the incorporation. 

We do not concur with his Honor in his conclusion that the members 
became personally liable on this account for the reason that it was a debt 
of the corporation, incurred by a reception of the funds arising from 
collection of notes after the acceptance of the charter. Neither do we 
concur in the conclusion, if it were so intended to be, that R. M. Crump- 
ler, having become a member of the joint stock company organized 15 
_ January, 1891, became hable for its indebtedness. We see nothing in 
the findings of fact to indicate that any joint stock company was formed 
at the last-named date. If it were meant to be the organization under 
the resolution of 10 April, 1891, we have held that this was an accept- 
ance of the charter and that for any debt contracted after that date the 
corporators were not personally liable. 

We deem it proper to say that, as the argument was entirely upon — 
the construction of the statute as applicable to the contentions of the 
parties, we have not deemed it necessary to. verify the calculation upon 
which the amounts of the judgments are reached. 

The judgments, first, against the defendant Clute for want of 

(451) an answer, second, against defendants R. N. Crumpler and W. E. 

Stevens upon the note given in May, 1890, and against W. E. 
Stevens upon the notes given in May and June, 1891, are affirmed. 
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The judgment against R. M. Crumpler for $1,658.58, the amount 
collected by the defendant Clute upon the notes returned to him by 
plaintiff, after the acceptance of the act of incorporation, and mingled 
with the funds of the corporation, is reversed. 

The amount which shall be collected from defendant Clute is to be 
eredited pro rata upon the Judgments against Crumpler and Stevens and. 
W. E. Stevens. 

The judgment by consent against defendant Herring, trustee, 1s 
affirmed, as also the judgment in favor of the other defendants. 

Upon defendants’ appeal the judgment is modified as herein directed. 

Upon plaintifi’s appeal from the judgment in favor of V. J. McArthur 
and the defendants other than Stevens, Crumpler and Clute, the judg- 
ment is 

AFFIRMED. 


Cited: R. R. v. Olive, 142 N. C., 267. 


KELLAM & MOORE v. ISAAC BROWN. 


Contract—Sale or Agency. 


Where a contract recited that plaintiffs would sell their goods to no one in 
defendant’s town except to defendant, and that defendant would sell no 
goods of that sort except those manufactured by plaintiffs, and that he 
would keep his assortment up to the amount of the then order of $100, 
and would not sell at less than the established price, and the terms of 
payment for the goods were prescribed: Held, that such contract was one 
of sale, and did not constitute the defendant a factor or commission mer- 
chant or agent for the sale of the goods. 


hones tried before Whitaker, J., and a jury, at December (452) 
Term, 1892, of Duprin, in which plaintiffs sought to recover the 
value of goods alleged to have been sold to defendant. 

Plaintiffs introduced evidence tending to show that Faulkner, Kellam 
& Moore had delivered certain goods to defendant, Isaac Brown, under 
the following contract: 


This agreement, made and entered into this 5 June, 1891, by and 
between Faulkner, Kellam & Moore, having a place of business, and 
now doing business, in the city of Atlanta, State of Georgia, party of 
the first part, and Isaac Brown, of Warsaw, county of Duplin, State of 
North Carolina, party of the second part, witnesseth: 
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1. The party of the first part hereby agrees to sell no other party in 
Warsaw. | 

2. In consideration of the party of the first part agreeing to sell no 
other party in said town, said party of the second part agrees not to sell 
any spectacles or eyeglasses except the Perfected Crystal Lenses, and 
other goods manufactured or sold by party of first part. 

3. Party of the second part agrees to keep his assortment up to tig 
amount of the present order. 

4. Party of the second part shall not sell the Perfected Crystal ee 
glasses at less than the established price. 

Terms of Sale: This contract calls for a $100 assortment. Terms, 
one-fifth payable 1 August, 1891; one-fifth payable 1 September, 1891; 
one-fifth payable 1 October, 1891; one-fifth payable 1 November, 1891; 
and balance payable 1 December, 1891. Send optimetric free of eliaueo: 
All future Invoices sixty days. 

It is fully understood and agreed that this contract between said 
parties is fully and entirely expressed hereby, and that there is no parol 
or verbal agreement or understanding of any kind whereby the terms 
hereof can be changed, modified, or explained in any manner whatever. 

In testimony whereof, the said parties have hereunto set their 
(453) hands and seals, the day and year first above written. 
Fautkner, Ketram & Moore. 
Witness: Isaac Brown. 
Please send copy of this with goods. 


And that after giving to said defendant all credits to which he was 
entitled there was a balance due by him for said goods amounting to 
$86.77, and that prior to the beginning of this action the said claim of 
$86.77, due by defendant for the goods, had been duly assigned and 
transferred by Faulkner, Kellam & Moore to the plaintiffs. The defend- 
ant admitted the execution by him of the contract with Faulkner, 
Kellam & Moore, and that he had received of them under said contract 
the goods as stated in the contract’ and as claimed by the plaintiffs, and 
that the balance due by him, if anything, was $86.77, but he further 
testified that prior to the beginning of this action he shipped by express 
to Kellam & Moore these goods, amounting at the contract price to 
$86.77, and that the said goods have never been returned to him by the 
plaintiffs or the express company ; that he wrote to Kellam & Moore, 
asking their permission to return the goods, but that he had never 
received their permission to do so. 

- His Honor instructed the jury that the defendant having admitted 
the execution by him of the contract sued upon and the delivery to him 
thereunder of the goods, amounting, after deducting all credits, to 
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$86.77, as claimed by plaintiffs, and the defendant having further ad- 
mitted that he was never at any time authorized by Faulkner, Kellam 
& Moore, or by the plaintiffs, to return the goods, if they, the jury, were 
satisfied by the preponderance of the evidence that prior to the | 
beginning of this action all interest of Faulkner, Kellam & (454) 
Moore in the contract of 5 June, 1891, and amount due there- 
under, had been duly transferred and assigned to plaintiffs, they would 
find the issues submitted to them in favor of the plaintiffs, unless they 
should further find that the balance of said goods, amounting to $86.77, 
had been returned to plaintiffs or their assignees, Faulkner, Kellam & 
Moore, and had been received by them; that the plaintiffs could not 
keep the goods and also recover the amount due for them, and if they 
should find that said goods had been returned and received as just stated, 
they would find in favor of the defendant. To that part of his Honor’s 
charge which instructed the jury that if they were satisfied by pre- 
ponderance of evidence that prior to the beginning of this action all 
interest of Faulkner, Kellam & Moore in said contract of 5 June, 1891, 
and amount due thereunder had been duly assigned to plaintiffs, they 
would find the issues submitted to them in favor of plaintiffs, the defend- 
ant then and there excepted. The defendant tendered no requests for 
instruction to jury. There was a verdict for plaintiffs. The defendant 
moved for a new trial because of error in his Honor’s charge as herein- 
before stated, because his Honor ought to have instructed the jury that 
said contract of 5 June, 1891, was not a contract of sale; that there- 
under said defendant did not become a purchaser, but only a factor or 
commission merchant, with power to return all goods not sold by him, © 
and because his Honor ought to have instructed the jury that said con- 
tract of 5 June, 1891, was void. 

From the refusal of motion for new trial and judgment for plaintiffs, 
defendant appealed. | 


H. R. Kornegay for plaintiffs. 
No counsel contra. — 


MacRas, J. We have been favored with neither argument (455) 
nor brief by defendant’s counsel. On examination of the record 
we find certain objections to depositions, and to some of the questions 
-and answers therein, and exceptions noted to his Honor’s rulings, but 
they are not stated in the case on appeal, and we must presume that 
they are not now insisted on. 

The defendant excepts to the instructions given by his Honor as to 
assignment of the claim sued upon to plaintiffs. Without any sugges- 
tion as to the error in this instruction, we have been unable to discover it. 
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The agreement between the parties is not such as is contended by 
defendant in that it would constitute the defendant a factor or commis- 
sion merchant, the agent of the plaintiff for the sale of the goods men- 
tioned, but clearly contemplates a sale. We concur in the views of his 
Honor as expressed in his instructions to the jury. There is 

No ERROR. 


ROBERT FALKNER y. H. H. THOMPSON. 


Practice—Case on Appeal—Omission and Unintelligible Statement of 
Facts. 


1. Where, in the case on appeal, there is not a sufficient recital of the evidence 
or of the facts admitted or proven to point the exceptions or to enable the 
Court to ascertain what errors of law are complained of, this Court will 
affirm the judgment below. 


2. Where the report of a referee, which was set aside below and a jury trial 
had, is sent up unnecessarily with the transcript, and no intelligible case 
on appeal is filed, this Court cannot know that the evidence reported by 
the referee is identically the same as was produced on the trial before the 
jury, or that the judge’s rulings were on the same state of facts; and, 
could it do so, this Court will not wade through the entire evidence to 
ascertain what the case on appeal should clearly state. 


(456)  Apprat from Winston, J., at November Term, 1891, of 

Orancr. The action was tried by a referee. On the coming in 
of his report the defendant demanded a jury trial, which was granted. 
The jury returned a verdict for plaintiff. Judgment accordingly. Ap- 
peal by defendant. 


C. D. Turner for defendant. 


No counsel contra. 


Crark, J. The case on appeal is made out by appellant, no counter- 
case, as far as the record shows, having been filed. Three exceptions 
appear therein, but there is not a sufficient recital of the evidence, or of 
the facts admitted or proven, to point the exceptions or to enable the 
Court to declare, otherwise than by way of surmise, what errors of law 
are alleged to have been committed below. In such case the Court will 
affirm the judgment below. Williams v. Whiting, 92 N. C., 683. Indeed, 
taking only the facts recited in the case on appeal, the case is unin- 
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It is possible that the appellant may have conceived that we could 
take the facts from the evidence before the referee and his findings 
thereon, as these have been (unnecessarily) sent up in the transcript. 
But the referee’s report was set aside at the appellant’s instance. There 
is nothing to indicate that identically the same evidence was produced 
on the trial before the jury, nor that the judge’s rulings were upon the 
same state of facts. But were it so, the Court would not wade through 
the entire evidence to ascertain the particular facts in reference to 
which the ruling objected to was made. Wiley v. Logan, 95 N. C., 358. 

No ERRor. 


Cited: 8S. v. Wilson, 121 N. C., 658. 


JOSIAH TURNER v. 8S. McD. TATE. 
Motion to Reinstate—Failure to Print Record for Want of Money. 


Where an appeal, not filed by appellant as a pauper, was dismissed for failure 
to print the case on appeal as required by Rules 28 and 29 of this Court, 
it will not be reinstated on an affidavit and motion of the appellant on the 
ground that before he could raise the money to print the record the case 
was reached and dismissed. | 


Motion by Josiah Turner against S. McD. Tate for a penalty for 
failure to appear when summoned as a witness in Orange Superior 
Court. From the order of the court below setting aside a judgment 
absolute against the defendant, the plaintiff appealed. The appeal was 
dismissed on motion of defendant, for failure to print the record. There- 
upon plaintiff moved to reinstate the case, alleging that his failure to 
print was caused by his want of and inabilityeto borrow the necessary 
money, adding that the illustrious Badger, J., was fond of saying: 
“While Solomon was wise and Samson was strong, neither nor both 
united could pay their debts when they had no money.” 


John W. Graham for defendant. 
No counsel contra. 


CrarK, J. The appeal was dismissed for failure to print the case on 
appeal as required by Rules 28 and 29 of this Court. The plaintiff 
‘files a motion ‘to reinstate upon the ground that before he could get up 
the money to have the record printed the ease had been reached and dis- 
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missed. In Rencher v. Anderson, 93 N. C., 105, it was held that when 
the appellant does not appeal as a pauper the rule requiring the record 

to be printed will not be relaxed because the appellant files an. 
(458) affidavit that he is unable to raise the money necessary to print. 

Tt. has since been repeatedly pointed out by the Court that this 
rule was a necessity to the Court and was beneficial to suitors—aiding 
in the better and more prompt consideration of causes, and that the 
Court would not permit the failure of an appellant to observe it to 
procure for him by reason of his own neglect six months delay with the 
consequent vexation and increased expense to the appellee. Stephens v. 
Koonce, 106 N. C., 255; Hdwards v. Henderson, 109 N. C., 83. The 
appellant did not appeal as a pauper. He shows no sufficient reason for 
noncompliance with the rule. He should have had his printing done 
earlier and not have postponed doing so to so late a day. It is to be 
presumed that if either Solomon or Samson (cited by petitioner) had 
gone to law, he would have provided beforehand for the costs. | 

Morron DENIED. , oc 


Cited: Dunn v. Underwood, 116 N. C., 525. 


W. G. LEDUC, Recrtver or PEOPLES NATIONAL BANK OF FAYETTE- 
VILLE, v. DANIEL BUTLER. 


Statute of Limitations—Relation of Payee Endorser to Maker of N he 
Part Payment by Payee Endorser, Effect of. 


Part payment of a note by the payee who has endorsed it will not repel the | 
bar of the statute of limitations as against the maker, the statute (The 
Code, sec. 171) confining the act, admission or acknowledgment as evi- 
- dence to repel the bar to the associated partners, obligors and makers of 

a note. 


Apprat from Whitaker, J., at January Term, 1893, of Cumprrianp. 
The plaintiff sued on a note, with payments endorsed. The names of 
H. B. Butler and Daniel Butler are signed on the face of the note, and 
it was payable to the order of E. F. Moore, and was due 17 Janu- 

(459) ary, 1888, and Moore endorsed it to the bank. 

The suit was commenced 8 July, 1891. Daniel Butler, one 
of the alleged makers, denied signing the note, and pleaded the statute 
of limitations. The other defendant filed no answer. Moore, endorser, 
made payments to the endorsee bank, but no payment was made by either 
of the makers. Defendant appealed from the judgment rendered. 
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R. P. Buxton for plaintiff. 
N. W. Ray for defendant. 


MacRaz, J. The question is, Does payment by Moore, the original 
"payee, to the bank, endorsee, ere the bar of the statute as to the 
makers of the neiet 

Before the act of 1827 (The Code, sec. 50) the lability of an endorser 
of a note was the same as that of the drawer of a bill. Presentment and 
notice of default were necessary to bind him. By force of the act above 
referred to, unless it was otherwise plainly expressed therein, the en- 
dorser became liable as surety to any holder. Soon after its passage a 
judicial construction became necessary of the words “liable as surety,” 
and it was declared in Williams v. Irwin, 20 N. C., 70, that the effect 
of the act was to dispense with demand upon the maker and notice to 
the endorser before action against him; and it was said: “It is not 
necessary to give to those words, lability as surety, the meaning that 
the endorser should be liable as if he had signed a note as a maker with 
the principal, or sealed and delivered a bond in hke manner.” The 
reasons for this construction are fully set forth by Ruffin, C. J. This 
- decision was followed in Ingersoll v. Long, 20 N. C., 436, in which Gas- 
ton, J., says: “The object of the statute in declaring the endorser liable 
as surety was not to bind him as though he had signed the note 
with the maker as surety, nor to make him liable to the endorsee -(460) 
if the endorsement were made without consideration, nor to 
deprive him of the protection which the acts of limitation had extended 
to endorsers, but simply to change the engagement which the law thereto- 
fore imphed from an endorsement, not expressed to be without recourse, 
into an engagement to pay the note to the holder at all events, if the 
maker did not pay it.” 

And again, in Topping v. Blount, 33 N. C., 62: “The sole purpose of 
that act was to turn the implied conditional contract between the en- 
dorser and holder into an unconditional one; and it was not intended to 
charge the endorser as if he had executed the bond as co-obligor, or 
upon an endorsement without consideration, or to deprive him of the 
benefit of the statute of limitations by exposing him to stale demands 
kept alive perhaps by collusion between the obligor and holder.” 

In Nichols v. Pool, 47 N. C., 28: “It was insisted that as, by the act 
of 1827, an endorser is made liable as surety, when he makes the pay- 
ment the note is extinguished, and he must sue in assumpsit for money 
paid. The statute provides that an endorser shall be liable as surety to 
the holder of the note, and no demand on the maker shall be necessary 
previous to an action against the endorser. The object of the statute 
was to dispense with the necessity of a demand and notice in order to 
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enable the holder to recover from an endorser, but it does not at all 
affect the relation of the endorser to the maker; as between themselves 
their rights remain as they were before the passage of the act.” 

And it was said in Johnson v. Hooker, 47 N. C., 29: “The act of 
1827 makes an endorser liable to the holder of a note as surety. The - 
effect is to put him on the footing of a maker of the note, and to make 

his liability to the holder the same as if his name was on the 
(461) face of the note instead of being on the back.” | 
A clear distinction is marked in all of these cases, except pos- 
sibly the last, between the surety and the endorser in their relation to 
each other. While to the holder their lability was the same, as to each 
other they were essentially different. If the endorser should pay the 
note he might still erase the endorsement and sue the surety and maker 
or the joint-makers upon the note. If, however, the surety should pay 
the note, he could not call upon the endorser as a co-surety for contri- 
bution, but his payment operated as a discharge of the endorser from 
all liability, although by force of the statute he was liable as surety. 

In Green.v. Greensboro College, 83 N. C., 449, it was held “that pay- 
ment of interest by the principal upon a note, before it was barred by 
lapse of time, arrests the operation of the statute of limitation as to all 
the makers, sureties as well as principal.” In that case the sureties were 
makers of the note as well as the principal; there was no endorser. 
“The rule is based upon a community of interest in the makers; pay- 
ment by one was a payment as to all; part payment by one was an 
acknowledgment of nonpayment of the balance and bound all, as the 
part payment inured to the benefit of all.” 2 Greenleaf Ev., sec. 444; 
Woodhouse v. Simmons, 73 N. C., 80. But, as we have seen, the rela- 
tion of the surety, who was also one of the makers, and the endorser to 
each other put them in different classes. | 

Joint acceptors of a bill constitute a class; drawers another; but there 
is not such a community of interest between them as that a payment 
by an acceptor would bind a drawer. The statute confines the act, 
admission or acknowledgment, as evidence to repel the statute, to the | 
associated partners, obligors and makers of a note. Wood v. Barber, 
90 N. C., 76. 

In Goodman v. Intaker, 84 N. C., 8, and Torrence v. Alexander, 
(462) 85 N. C., 148, there were no endorsers. The sureties whose 
| names appeared upon the bond simply as joint-makers desired 
the benefit of the statute of limitations; and it was held that they must 
not only prove that they were sureties, but that this fact was known to 
the obligee or payee. 

We conclude that the endorser was not of the same class as the surety, 
who was a joint-maker with the principal, as between themselves, be- 


300 


N.C.] _ FEBRUARY TERM, 1893 


HAMILTON Vv. BUCHANAN 


cause there was not a community of interest between them; and that a 
payment by the endorser would not repel the bar of the statute as to the 
makers. a 

Indeed, the question as to the relation between Moore and Daniel 
Butler as sureties would not arise, because Daniel Butler’s suretyship 
was not made known to the payee. 

The case of Moore v. Goodwin, 109 N. C., 218, simply holds that pay- 
ment made by a principal upon a bond before the cause of action 
thereon is barred as to the sureties arrests the operation of the statute. 
There were in that case no endorsers, and the use of the word “en- 
dorsers” in connection with sureties, in the opinion, was unnecessary, 
and could not be an authority for the position that there is a com- 
munity of interest between the sureties and endorsers by virtue of sec- 
tion 50 of The Code. | 

The decisions of the Court in this State are not in accord with those 
of many other States upon the effect of payment or acknowledgment 
by one co-obligor, joint-maker or surety upon the others. While we 
have no disposition to unsettle the law as firmly established in North 
Carolina, we do not wish to widen the breach and extend the power of 
one party to a note to bind another by payments in respect to the 
statute of limitations. We think there is 

ERror. | | 


Cited: Harper v. Edwards, 115 N. C., 248; Moore v. Carr, 123 N. C., 
427; Garrett v. Reeves, 125 N. C., 531, 584, 540; Houser v. Fayssoux, 
168 N. C., 4; Edwards v. Ins. Co., 173 N. C., 617; Barber v. Absher 
Co., 175 N. C., 605. . 


(463 ) 
JOSIAH HAMILTON er at. v. JOHN A. BUCHANAN er at. 


Issues—Parol Trust—Statute of Frauds—Hvidence—Statute 
of Limitations. | 


1. Where an issue submitted by the court is in entire conformity with the 
answer and broad enough to comprehend an alleged parol trust set up by 
the answer as having been made with the defendant or with another in 
his behalf, and is substantially the same as the issue tendered by defend- 
ant, it is not error to refuse to submit the latter, 


2. A parol agreement by a purchaser of land, made after the purchase, to hold 
the land in trust for another, and to convey it to him upon the payment 
by him of the amount bid, is void under the statute of frauds. 
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3. In order to establish a parol trust in the purchaser of land for the benefit 
of another, the proof must not only be strong and convincing, but must 
also disclose an agreement amounting to a trust existing at the time of 
the sale. 


4. Where a brother of an execution debtor, who was alleged to be insane at 
the time of the sale, purchased the insane brother’s land, and there is no 
evidence that the purchaser occupied a position of trust to his brother, or 
took any advantage of his infirmity: Held, that no trust grew out of the 
relationship of the parties, such relationship not being, in itself, a confi- 
dential relation to which the equitable doctrine of constructive trust 
applies. 


5. Where defendants in ejectment, alleging as a defense a parol trust by the 
plaintiff for the benefit of their ancestor, under whom they claim, plead 
the statute of limitations, but fail to establish the trust or to show any 
other title, the defendants and their ancestor, under whom they claim, 
and for whose benefit the alleged trust was made, must be regarded as 
tenants at sufferance, whose possession cannot be deemed to have been 
adverse to the purchaser at the execution sale, or to those who claim 
under him. 


Action for the recovery of land, tried before Boykin, J., and a jury, 
at Spring Term, 1892, of Anson. 

This action was originally begun 26 Oxioies 1881, by Wil- 

(464) liam E. Horne against Burrell Horne and J Shi A. Buchanan. 

William E. died, and his executors, devisees and heirs at law 

were made parties plaintiff. Burrell also died, and his heirs at law 

were made parties defendant. The executor of William then died and 

his personal representative was made a party plaintiff, and under an 

alleged power contained in the will of W. E. Horne, sold the land in 

controversy to Josiah Hamilton and others, who were, by order of the 
court, substituted as plaintiffs in this action. 

The plaintiffs claim the land under William E. Horne, who pur- 
chased the same at sale under execution against Burrell Horned in 1841— 
the sheriff’s deed being dated January, 1843. 

Defendants aver that William E. Horne agreed, before or at the sale, 
to let his brother have the land or the benefit of 1t whenever the amount 
bid by him should be repaid; that he also agreed with Burrell after the 
sale to the same effect, and also made the same agreement with the 
father of Burrell for and on behalf of the latter, and that the amount 
bid by William has been repaid. They also plead the statute of limita- 
tions against the present plaintiffs. 

A jury being duly impaneled, the defendants tendered and insisted 
upon the following issues: 


1. Did William E. Horne agree by parol, before he bid off the land 
in controversy at sherifi’s sale, that he would take title to said land 
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and hold the same for Burrell Horne, and that Burrell Horne should 
have the land or the benefit of the land whenever the bid of William E. 
Horne on said land was paid? 

2. Did William KE. Horne agree, after he bid off the land at sheriff’s 
sale, that Burrell Horne should have the land as soon as or whenever 
he paid back to William E. Horne, or was paid back for him, the 
amount bid by W. E. Horne for said land? (465) 

3. Was it agreed by W. E. Horne and his father, for and in 
behalf of Burrell Horne, that he, Burrell Horne, should have the land 
as soon as W. EK. Horne was paid back whatever he bid and paid for 
the land ? 

4, Was there an agreement between W. E. Horne and Burrell Horne 
before W. E. Horne bid off the land, and after he bid off the land, and 
was it part of the purchase of said W. E. Horne that Burrell Horne 
was to have the land when he, or any one for pai paid the amount bid 
by W. E. Horne for said land ? 

5. Was there an agreement between W. E. Horne and his father, 
acting for Burrell Horne, before and after W. E. Horne bid off the 
land, that Burrell Horne was to have the land back from W. E. Horne 
as soon as the land was paid for by Burrell Horne, or by some one 
acting for him or in his behalf? 

6. Has the amount paid for said land, the subject of this action, by 
W. E. Horne as and for the price of said land, and as and for his bid 
therefor at said sale, been paid to W. E. Horne, and was it paid to him 
before this action was commenced for Burrell Horne, or some one acting 
for Burrell Horne? 

7. Was any part of the money paid by W. E. Horne for rn land 
paid back to him, before the suit was begun, by Burrell Horne or some 
one for him or in his behalf ? 

8. Does any part of the money paid by W. E. Horne for said land 
remain unpaid; was W. E. Horne the owner of said land; are the 
plaintiffs the owners of any part of said land; was the money paid by 
W. E. Horne for the land paid in full, and W. E. Horne accepted it as 
such in full payment for the land? | 

The court refused the foregoing issues tendered by the defend- (466) 
ants and settled the following as the proper issues: 


1. Did William E, Hoime purchase the land described in the com- 
plaint in trust for Burrell Horne, upon the agreement that on the 
repayment to William E. Horne by Burrell Horne of the amount of the 
bid said land should be reconveyed by said William E. Horne to said 
Burrell Horne? | 
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2. If.so, has the said Burrell Horne heretofore paid, or caused to be 
paid, to said William E. Horne the amount of the said bid? 

3. Is the defendant’s equitable defense barred by the lapse of time? 

4, Is the plaintiff's cause of action barred by the lapse of time? 

5. What is the annual rental value of the land described in the com- 
plaint? a | 


The defendants excepted to the refusal of the court to adopt their 
issues tendered and to the issues as framed and settled by the court. 

Plaintiffs introduced (1) deed from Joseph White, sheriff of Anson 
County, to William E. Horne, dated 12 January, 1880, conveying the 
land in controversy; (2) will of William E. Horne, dated 3 October, 
1879, and probated 30 June, 1882; (3) deed from C. N. Simpson, 
gaminiauiao: d. b. n., ¢. t. a., to M. L. Horne and others (plaintiffs), 
dated 24 February, 1891. 

Defendants objected to the introduction of the will on the ground 
that the land-is not described therein, and to the introduction of the deed 
of Simpson, administrator, etc., on the ground that the same is made 
to parties not named in the original summons, and because they had no 
title until it was given in February, 1891, and because the order made 
at Spring Term, 1891 (substituting the grantees in said deed as plain- 

’ tiffs), was made contrary to law. Both objections were over- 
(467) ruled, and defendants excepted. 

It was admitted that Wilham E. Horne was the owner of locus 
an quo when the will was made, if there were no trust relations between 
him and Burrell Horne. 

J.J. Billingsley, for defendants, testified: “In the early part of 1880 
had conversation with William E. Horne, about the time Burrell Horne 
and John A. Buchanan went into the house on the land. He seemed 
to think it was all right as to Burrell’s being there, but not as to 
Buchanan. Said he came to Wadesboro one day, and after he arrived 
in town learned that Burrell’s land was to be sold by the sheriff. He 
bid it off and paid the money for it, and took deed for it that same even- 
ing. He went home, passed his father’s house, took out the deed and 
said to his father, ‘Here, father, you take the deed and pay me back 
my money, and you do what you please with Burrell’s land.’ Said he 
did not want anything to do with it. Said that his father remarked 
that if he took the deed, paid the money, and gave the deed to Burrell 
it would be sold again. That his father told him to keep the deed and 
he would pay him back. W. E. Horne said he had been paid. Old 
man said he wanted his son Burrell to have a home. W. E. Horne said 
Burrell had gone crazy and run off, and that he rented the land to get 
pay on other accounts due him by Burrell. Said Burrell had sold Joel 
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Gaddy some of the land. That Gaddy. came to him to sign the deed. 
That he told Gaddy it was Burrell’s land. Heard W. E. Horne and 
George W. Little talking about the repair of division fence between 
Little and locus in quo. Horne told Little not to cut any oak for the 
purpose, as his brother Burrell might come back and want wood. Bur- 
rell Horne was insane many years of his life. Don’t know how long. 
He wandered about a great deal. Not competent while in this 

State to attend to business.” | (468) 

Cross-examined: Witness said William E. Horne had charge 
of the land a good many years, and rented it to one Tillman. Had it 
while witness lived at G. W. Little’s, and he lived at Little’s from 1870 
to 1876. W. E. Horne was a man of large estate. 

Dilsey Horne testified that she “belonged to Burrell Horne a while, 
and afterwards to W. E. Horne. ‘Burrell Horne gave me to W. E. 
Horne to pay for some land. Don’t know when it was now, nor for 
what land.” 

Oross-examined: Don’t know how old I am. Don’t know how long 
I lived with W. E. Horne. Belonged to Ephraim Horne, father of 
W. E. Horne and Burrell Horne, before I belonged to them. Burrell 
was mightily in debt. Sheriff was after what he had when he turned 
me. over to W. E. Horne.” 

J. C. McLaughlin testified: “Knew Burrell Horne since 1865. Since - 
that time he was insane until he died, in 1884. Character of J. J. 
Billingsley good.” 

Defendants also introduced deed from Burrell and W. E. Horne to 
Joel Gaddy, dated 27 January, 1846, conveying five acres alleged to be 
a part of the land purchased by William at the sheriff’s sale. 

In reply, plaintiffs introduced a mortgage deed from Burrell Horne 
to W. E. Horne, dated 13 May, 1848, conveying the crops to be grown 
on the land on which Burrell lived to secure a loan of $250 from Wil- 
ham E. 

There was evidence that the land mentioned in this deed is locus 
am quo. 

Defendant objected to this deed because it only conveyed personal 
property, and because there was no allegation in the pleadings that 
made it competent. 

Objection overruled, and exception by defendants. 

W. L. White proved handwriting of Sheriff Joseph White, and (469) 
two.receipts of Sheriff White were introduced, reading as fol- 
lows: 


“Received of William Horne one hundred and seventy-four dollars 
and fifteen cents in part of the purchase of Burrell Horne’s land, and - 
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in full of the balance of a fi. fa. in my hands, H. B. Hammond v. said . 

B. Horne, and a judgment in favor of John B. Cottrell. This 10 

March, 1841. J. Wurst, Sheriff.” 
Above is the date of the sale of the land. 


“$73.77. 

“Received of William Horne seventy-three dollars and seventy-seven 
cents, In part payment for the sale of Burrell Horne’s land, sold at 
March court last. 80 May, 1841. J. Wuitrn, Sheriff.” 


He further testified that Dilsey Horne, an old negro woman, is very 
ignorant and feeble-minded, but her character i is good. 

F, A. Clarke proved handwriting of Y. H. Allen, and receipt was 
introduced by him as follows: 


“Received of J. White, sheriff, fifty-two dollars sixty cents, paid to 
me by said White for William Horne on account Burrell Horne’s land. 
Sold this court, 14 March, 1841. Y. H. Anven.” 


J. D. Horne testified that the father of W. E. and Burrell Horne died 
in 1842. 
Bill of sale from Burrell Horne to W. E. Horne for Dilsey Horne, 
the witness, was introduced, dated 3 January, 1843. 
To this defendant Seuontes: 
The court directed the j jury to answer the first and fourth issues - 
(470) “No,” and instructed the jury to assess the damages for plaintiffs. 
To the instruction of the court to answer the first issue in the 
negative the defendants excepted. After verdict and judgment for the 
plaintiffs, the defendant appealed. 


J. A. Lockhart for plainitffs. 
H.C. Smuth for defendants. 


SuepuerD, C. J. The plaintiffs claim the land in controversy under 
William E. Horne, who acquired the legal title by virtue of his purchase 
at a sale under execution against Burrell Horne in March, 1841, the 
sheriff having executed a deed on 21 January, 1848. The defendants, 
who are the heirs at law of the said Burrell Horne, allege that the said 
William E. Horne purchased the land in trust for their ancestor, and 
that the terms of the trust having been complied with, they are the 
equitable owners of and entitled to remain in possession of the same. 

We think there was no error in the rejection of the issues tendered 
by defendants, and that in no view of the case could they have been 
prejudiced by those submitted by the court. The issue involving the 
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existence of the trust is in entire conformity with the answer and suffi- 
ciently broad to comprehend an agreement made either directly with 
Burrell Horne or with his father acting in his behalf. As to any parol 
agreement, made after the sale, to convey to Burrell Horne, it is clear 
that it would be void under the statute of frauds, and the issue tending 
to establish the same was Immaterial and properly refused. Even had 
there been error in respect to the issues, it would be no ground for a 
new trial, as we are of the opinion that his Honor was correct in holding 
that there was no sufficient evidence to establish the alleged trust. 

In order to establish a parol trust, in a case like the present, the (471) 
proof must not only be strong and convincing (McNair v. Pope, 

100 N. C., 404), but it must also disclose an agreement amounting to 
a trust existing at the time of the sale. 

Without entering into a discussion of the testimony, we will state 
our conclusion that we can find nothing which brings the case within 
the foregoing principle. There is an entire absence of direct testimony 
tending to show any agreement whatever with Burrell before the sale, 
and the conversation with the father of Burrell after the sale very 
clearly fails to disclose the existence of any such agreement made with 
him in behalf of his said son. The manner in which the parties dealt 
with the land, taking the most favorable view for the defendants, is not 
inconsistent with an agreement made subsequently to the sale and simi- 
lar in terms to that offered to the father, which was that he, the father, 
should take the sheriff’s deed and pay the said William his money. 

In view of this defect in their case, the counsel for the defendants 
advanced the position that the land having been purchased by William, 
the brother of Burrell, and the latter being insane, a trust grew out of 
the relationship of the parties. Huguenin v. Basely, cited by counsel 
(2 White & Tudor L. C. Hq., 1156), does not sustain the contention, as 
there is no evidence of any dealing between the brothers in reference to 
the sale of the land by the sheriff, and there is no suggestion of fraud 
or undue influence, even had it been shown that there was any such 
dealing. The relationship existing between brothers is not in itself a 
confidential relation to which the equitable doctrine of constructive 
trusts is applicable, and in the absence of circumstances tending to show 
that William actually occupied a position of trust to his brother or took 
a fraudulent advantage of his infirmity, we can see no reason - 
why he should not be permitted to purchase his land at an execu- (472) 
tion sale as well as any other person. It may also be noted that 
there is no testimony showing that Burrell was insane at the time of the 
sale in 1841, the only positive testimony upon the subject being that he 
was insane after 1865. 
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As to the statute of limitations, it is sufficient to say that, having 
failed to establish the alleged trust or to show any other title, the defend- 
ants and their ancestor must be deemed to have oceupied the land as_ 
tenants at sufferance, in which case their possession is not considered 
as adverse to William E. Horne, the purchaser at the execution sale, or 
those who claim under him. Hardy v. Simpson, 44 N. C., 325; ; Spencer 
v. Weatherly, 46 N. C., 327. 

We have carefully considered all of the other exceptions of the. fern 
ants and are of the opinion that they cannot be sustained. 

No ERROR, 


Cited: Faison v. Hardy, 114 N. ©., 60; Cobb »v. Edwards, 117 N. Cc. 
250; Avery v. Stewart, 1386 N. C., 431; Taylor v. Wahab, 154 N. C., 228. 


(473) 
L. D. LOWE Et at. v. JAMES HARRIS. 


Contract Relating to Land—Statute of Frauds—Uncertain or. Vague 
Deseription—Retroactive Legislation—Parol Evidence. 


1. Where, in an action- to recover the possession of land, defendant claimed 
the same upon an alleged contract embraced in a writing as follows: 
“Wilkesboro, N. C., 19 April, 1880—James Harris has paid me $20 
on his land; owes me six more on it’: Held, that the receipt, as a 
contract to convey land, is void for uncertainty and ineffectual to pass 
any interest whatever in the land to the defendant, and it was improper 
to admit parol testimony at the trial for the purpose of explaining what 
land was referred to therein. 


2. While the Legislature has power to modify or repeal the whole of the 
statute of frauds, in so far as it relates to future contracts for the sale 
of land, it has no authority to give the repealing statute a retroactive 
operation so as to affect or destroy rights already vested. 


3. An act of the Legislature changing the rules of evidence cannot be con- 
strued as operating retrospectively so as to affect existing rights. 


4. The power of the Legislature to enact remedial statutes giving effect to 
contracts relating to land extends only to those cases where those claim- 
‘ing under them had, previous to the enactment, an equitable right, and 
not to cases where the policy of the law, or the express provision of a 
statute, prevented the transmission of any interest whatever by the 
agreement or instrument relied on. 


5. There is a general presumption against the retroactive operation of statutes 
where it would impair vested rights; therefore, Laws 1891, ch. 465, pro- 
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viding that “in all actions for the possession of or title to any real estate, 
parol testimony may be introduced to identify the land sued for and fit 
it to the description contained in the paper-writing offered as evidence of 
title or right of possession,” cannot be held to operate retrospectively so 
as to allow parol testimony to locate land referred to and ambiguously 
described in a contract made before the passage of such act of the Legis- 
lature. (SHEPHERD, C. J., concurs, but further holds that the act has not 
the effect of changing the existing law in reference to contracts or deeds 
relating to land, the word “description” as used in the act meaning a 
“description” which has a legal susceptibility of being aided by testimony 
so as to identify the land, and not a “description” which, in law, is no 
description whatever.) 


BURWELL, J., dissents arguendo, in which CrLarK, J., concurs. 


Action to recover land, tried at Fall Term, 1892, of Wirxzs. (478) 
The jury having found that the land referred to in the paper- 
writing was the identical land described in the complaint, there was a 

judgment for the defendant, and plaintiffs appealed. | 


L. D. Lowe for plaintrffs. 
W. W. Barber for defendant. 


Avery, J. The extreme limit of liberality in sanctioning the admis- 
sion of parol proof to explain ambiguous descriptions in deeds and con- 
tracts for the sale and conveyance of land was attained in Carson v. Ray, 
52 N. C., 609, where the premises were described as “my house and lot 
in the town of Jefferson,” and the plaintiff was permitted to show that 
the grantor had but one house and lot within the boundaries of that 
place. In discussing that case and distinguishing it from Murdock v. 
Anderson, 57 N. C., 77, Battle, J., delivering the opinion of the Court, . 
took the ground that i connection with the designation of the town in 
which the lot was located, given in the deed passed upon in both of them 
(in the one case Hillsboro and in the other Jefferson), the description 
had been made more definite by use of the personal pronoun “my,” 
as to open the way for. proof that the grantor had but one lot in that 
_ village, which he meant to refer to as the place of his residence. 

The contract under consideration is in the following words: ‘“Wilkes- 
boro, N. C., 19 April, 1880.—James Harris has paid me twenty dollars 
on. his land: owes me six more on it.” 

Ag the location of the land ia not fixed directly or inferentially within 
the State of North Carolina, or within the United States, the 
receipt is still more vague than either of the instruments dis- (479) 
cussed by Battle, J., and 1t may be assumed that no one will ven- 
ture to maintain ‘that it was not void for uncertainty before the passage 
of the act 1891. Indeed, the case of Fortescue v. Crawford, 105 N. C., 
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29, is authority for holding that no right, title or interest in any land 
passed to the defendant upon its signature or delivery to him, since the 
receipt relied on by the defendant was almost identical with that under 
consideration. 

The policy of the law in existence before that statute was enacted 
was to remove as far as possible the temptation to perjury by permitting 
parol proof to be used in aid of a defective description only where it 
pointed by its terms to some extrinsic evidence for explanation of its 
ambiguous meaning. Allen v. Chambers, 39 N. C., 125; Massey »v. 
Belisle, 24 N. C., 170; Leigh v. Crump, 36 N. C., 299. The principle 
stated is fully conceded in Perry v. Scott, supra, where, though the 
distinction drawn by Battle, J., between cases where the personal pro- 
noun constitutes or does not form a part of the description is disap- 
proved, the necessity for indicating the locality by some means is clearly 
recognized. The receipt being utterly ineffectual to transfer any interest 
whatever to the defendant in 1880, when it was delivered to him, both 
the legal and equitable estate in the land remained vested in Mrs. A. P. 
Calloway for life, with remainder in fee in her children. 

The Legislature unquestionably had and has the power to modify or 
repeal the whole of the statute of frauds, in so far as it applies to future 
contracts for the sale of land; but its authority to give the repealing 
statute a retroactive operation is as certainly restricted by the funda- 
mental rule that no law will be allowed to so operate as to disturb or 
destroy rights already vested. Did the Legislature intend that Laws 

1891, ch. 465, should be construed to operate retrospectively, and 
(480) if so, is the law j in so far as it relates to pees rights un- 
constitutional ? 
. No law which divests property out of one person and vests it in 
another for his own private purposes, without the consent of the owner, 
has ever been held a constitutional exercise of legislative power in any 
State of the Union. Cooley Const. Lim., star p. 165; Wilkonson »v. 
Ward, 2 Peters, 658; Satterlee v. Matthewson, ib., 380; Hoke v. Hen- 
derson, 15 N. C., 1; Walter v. Stetson, 2 Mass., 148; Colder v. Bull, 3 
Dallas, 394; Bosh v. Klack, 7 Johns., 507; Const. U. S., Art. I, sec. 10; 
Const. of N. C., Art. I, sec. 17; Butler v. Penn, 4 How., 416; Fletcher 
v. Peck, 6 Cranch, 1387; Stanmire v. Taylor, 48 N. C., 207; <b., 214; 
King v. Comrs., 65 N. C., 608; Wesson v. Johnson, 66 N. C., 189; 1 
Kent Com., 455; Stanmire v. Powell, 35 N. C., 312. 

Even in England, where there are no written constitutions, a statute 
will not commonly be construed to divest vested rights, and when giving 
it a retrospective effect may lead to that result it is allowed to operate 
prospectively only. Moore v. Phillips, 7 M. & W., 586; Cranch v. 
Jeffries, 4 Bur., 2462. The radical difference between the rules of con- 
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_ struction prevailing in the two countries grows out of the fact that the 
courts in England are forced to concede the supreme and unlimited 
power of Parliament, while in the United States, legislatures are bound 
to observe and the courts to enforce the restrictions imposed upon all the 
codrdinate branches of the government by the Federal and State consti- 
tutions. Philosophical writers upon law generally in all countries, how- 
ever, deny the power of the Legislature to pass statutes that impair a 
right acquired under the law in force at the time of its enactment, and 
insist that the right to repeal existing laws does not carry with it the 
power to take away property, the title to which vested under and 

is protected by them. But the Legislature of North Carolina is (481) 
restrained by Article I, section 10, of the Constitution of the 
United States, and Article I, section 17 of the Constitution of North 
Carolina, not only from passing any law that will divest title to land 
out of one person and vest it in another (except where it is taken for 
public purposes after giving just compensation to the owner), but from 
enforcing any statute which would enable one person to evade or avoid 
the binding force of his contracts with another, whether executed or 
executory. Jiobmson v. Barfield, 6 N. C., 391; Butler v. Penn, supra; 
fh. kh. v. Nesbit, 10 Howard, 395; Fletcher v. Peck, supra; Terrell v. 
Taylor, 9 Cranch, 48; Call v. Woodard, 4 Wheat., 519.. 

The first case in which the constitutional inhibition against the pas- 
sage of a law impairing the obligation of a contract came before the 
Supreme Court of the United States for construction was Fletcher v. 
Peck, supra. The Legislature of the State of Georgia had, by an act 
passed in 1795, granted land to Grinn and others, and the defendant 
Peck was a purchaser for a valuable consideration, holding through seyv- 
eral mesne conveyances under the patentees named in the act. In 1796 
_the same body enacted a statute repealing the act of 1795 and declaring it 
and all grants issued under its provisions null and void, on the ground 
that its passage was procured by undue influence and corruption. The 
Court held that the act of 1796 could not be construed to divest the title 
out of the defendant Peck and invest it in the State, and rested its rul- 
ings not only upon the clause of the Constitution mentioned, but also 
upon more general principles arising out of the organic law of all of the 
States. The Court said upon this subject: “JT’o the Legislature all 
legislative power is granted, but the question whether the act of 1796, 
transferring the property of an individual to the public, be in 
the nature of a legislative power, is well worthy of serious re- (482) 
flection.” ‘This was the earliest intimation that if the prohibition 
had been omitted in the Federal Constitution the Legislature of the 
State would have had no power to revoke its own grant, without the 
consent of innocent persons holding under it. It has since been held 
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in the appellate courts of the States generally that a law which pro- 
vides for the transfer of the interest of an individual in land to another 
person or to the State, except for public purposes and upon just com- 
pensation, is void because it is in conflict with the provisions of the 
organic law, that the three codrdinate branches of the government should | 
be kept forever separate and distinct, and that no person should be de- 
prived of his property but by the law of the land. Stanmire v. Taylor, 
Hoke v. Henderson, King v. Comrs., and: Wesson v. Johnson, supra. 
It is true that the Legislature may alter the remedy if its efficacy is 
not impaired, or take it away if one that is not calculated to diminish 
the value of the debt be provided in place of it. Long v. Walker, 105 
N. C., 90, and the authorities there cited. The rules of evidence may 
be changed by legislative enactment too; but if by giving a retrospective 
operation to a statute passed for that purpose it would divest any right 
of property that had already accrued, it should be construed to operate 
prospectively only, if at all. Sedgwick on Statute and Constitutional 
Law, page 195. ns 

Kent (1 Com., 455) says: “A. retrospective statute affecting and 
changing vested rights is very generally considered in this country as 
founded on unconstitutional principles and consequently inoperative 
and void.” a : 

After the legacy had been bequeathed to a married woman and when 
under the law then in force the husband had a right to it, subject to 
certain contingencies, the Legislature of New York passed an act de- 

claring that the real and personal property of any female then 

(483) married should be her sole and separate property. The appellate 

court said: “The application of this statute to this case would 
be a violation of the Constitution of this State, which declares that no 
person shall be deprived of life, liberty or property without due process 
of law.” Wistervell v. Gregg, 12 N. Y., 202. While acknowledging 
the right of the law-making power. to pass remedial laws and especially 
statutes of limitation operating prospectively, the Supreme Court of 
Pennsylvania said, “It would be contrary to the spirit of legislation in 
Pennsylvania, from the date of its charter to the statute in question, 
to deprive a man of his land instantaneously under the pretense of limit- 
ing the period within which he should bring his action.” Haken v. 
Raub, 12 Serg. & R., 340. 

In Greenough v. Greenough, 11 Pa. St., 494, Gibson, C. J., discussed 
a statute which changed the rules of evidence by providing that every 
last will and testament, made and not finally adjudicated prior to the 
passage of the act, to which the testator had made his mark or directed 
his name to be written, should be deemed valid and admitted to pro- 
bate on proof of the fact. The learned judge said that the law was 
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“destitute of retroactive force, not only because it was an act of judicial 
power, but because it contravened the constitutional provision that no 
man should ‘be deprived of life, liberty or property except by the law 
of the land.’” Our statute is one providing for a different mode of 
establishing a deed or contract which may infuse life into a contract 
void at the option of the party to be charged, just as that act proposed 
to make operative a void will. 

In this State it has been settled that the Legislature is not empowered 
to pass an act that provides for depriving a person of his property in 
an unexpired term of office even by a general law or amendment 
to the Constitution prescribing a different mode of election, or (484) 
by creating a new office and turning over the emoluments and 
perquisites belonging to the officer during the residue of his term to the 
incumbent of the newly created place, because an officer has a vested 
right in his office for the term prescribed by law. H nee v. Henderson, 
and King v. Comrs., supra. 

In University v. Foy, 5 N. C., 58, this Court held that where escheated 
land had vested in the trustees of the University the Legislature was 
restrained by the clause of the Constitution, Art. I, sec. 17, which de- 
clared that no person ought to be deprived of property but by the law 
of the land, from passing an act to take away from that institution the 
escheated land donated to it by a former statute. 

In Sutton v. Askew, 66 N. C., 172, and in Wesson v. Johnson, ib., 189, 
it was held that where the land was acquired by the husband, and the 
marriage was contracted before the passage of the act of 1868, restoring 
to married women their common-law right of dower, that statute would 
not be construed to operate retroactively, because to give such effect to 
it would interfere with the vested right of the husband to alien without 
the consent of the wife, and to pass an estate in the land free from 
encumbrance of an inchoate dower right. So that this Court has, in 
these cases also, distinctly held that no law can be so construed as to 
take property from one person, except for public use, and after making 
just compensation, and give it to another, or to encumber the property 
of one person by giving another such right or interest in it as will 
interfere with his preéxisting power to alien. H ughes v. Hodges, 102 
N. C., 236. 

In Leak v. Gay, 107 N. C., 468, it was said that “When the (485) 
effect of a law is to divest the vested right of property, except 
for the use of the public, and then only after providing for payment 
of its value, it will be declared void.” 

In Stanmire v. Taylor, 48 N. C., 207, 1t aapeared that the Legisla- 
ture had passed an act purporting ‘to. give validity to a certain grant 
therefor issued, but which had been declared void by the Court in Stan- 
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mire v. Powell, 35 N. C., 312. The act was passed by the General 
Assembly in October, 1852 (after this Court in June previous had de- ~ 
clared the grant relied on by the plaintiff in the then pending suit to be 
void), and provided that the grant should be thereby validated and 
declared “good and effectual to pass all the right of the State in and 
to the said land, and any law to the contrary notwithstanding.” The 
defendant held under a subsequent valid grant from the State. Nash, 
CO. J., delivering the opinion of the Court, said: “If the act of 1852 
(declaring plaintiff’s grant valid) was intended to give life to the void 
grant, under which the plaintiff claims the premises, by giving a con- 
struction to it, the act was a judicial one, which it was not in the power 
of the Legislature to pronounce. If it be considered purely a legislative 
grant to the lessor of the plaintiff, then it violates the contract it made 
with the defendant Taylor, and is void.” 

Jt is contended, however, that the Legislature has the power to pass 
remedial acts, and especially is authorized to so alter the rules of eyi- 
dence as to afford relief to litigants. But the limit to such authority 
is transcended, said Seawell, J.; when a law is enacted which in its 
enforcement has the effect of depriving “one individual of his property 
without his consent and without compensation, and transferring it to 
another.” Robinson v. Barfield, supra. The principle governing this 
controversy was as clearly stated by Daniel, J., in an opinion delivered 
in the same case, when he said that “The transfer of property from one 

individual, who is the owner, to another individual is a judicial 
(486) and not a legislative act. When the Legislature presumes to 

touch private property for any other than public purposes, and 
then only in case of necessity and upon rendering full compensation, 
it will behoove the judiciary to check its eccentric course by refusing to 
give any effect to such acts.” 

We think that where a deed or contract purporting to convey passes 
an equitable interest n land it is not upon its face void, and the Legis- 
lature has the power to enact remedial laws regulating the probate 
and registration of such instruments, though the incidental effect may 
be to admit to registration a deed or contract, which could not pre- 
viously be proven, and to enable the person claiming under it to use it | 
in establishing his title. It has been suggested, however, that the Legis- 
lature has the power to give efficacy retrospectively to contracts like 
' that under consideration, which have been so often declared void for 
uncertainty, because it has also been held that they were void at the 
election of the person to be bound thereby (just as in ,the case where 
the agreement is merely verbal), and that being voidable the Legislature 
had the power to impart vitality to them. But we do not think that 
the line of demarcation, which’ indicates the limit of legislative au- 
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thority, can be made to depend upon the question whether the agreement. 
is void or voidable. The deed of a married woman is void; that of an 
infant void at his option on arriving at maturity, and the leading 
authorities concur in sustaining the general proposition that the con- 
tracts of infants are voidable only; yet it will not be contended that a 
statute allowing all conveyances theretofore made by infants to be 
registered and declaring them effectual to pass the land described in 
them would be held constitutional so as to divest title out of such infants 
without their consent. How can such a statute be distinguished 

from one which operates to divest title out of a party against his (487) 
will because he has signed a paper or entered into a verbal agree- 

ment which the laws declares, just as in the case of an infant, has passed 
no interest, legal or equitable, in the land which purports to be the 
subject of the agreement ? 

An unregistered deed, executed with all of the formalities prescribed 
by law, conveys an equity which would descend to the heirs of the 
grantee. A law which gives efficacy to the probate of such a deed merely 
provides for transferring the legal estate by certain proof to the person 
who had previously been the real owner in equity. It transfers the 
legal estate to such equitable owner as did the statute of uses, but it 
does not disturb the vested beneficial right. If in that case the deed 
were ineffectual upon its face to pass any interest, legal or equitable, 
no remedial statute could impart efficacy to it. Robinson v. Barfield, 
supra. It would seem, therefore, more accurate to declare that the power 
to enact remedial statutes giving effect to contracts for the sale and con- 
veyances of land extends only to those cases where the grantee or other 
person deriving benefit from their enforcement had, previous to the 
passage of the law, an equitable right, and not to cases where the policy 
of the law or the express provision of a statute had prevented the trans- 
mission of any interest whatever by the instrument or agreement 
relied on. 

Contracts are made with a view to the legislative authority to provide 
for proving in the readiest manner that the parties actually entered 
into them, but the parties are not deemed to have acted in reasonable 
contemplation of such an alteration in the law as to change its policy and 
thereby transfer both the legal and equitable estate in land without the 
consent of the owner. As the case involves an important principle, it 
may not be improper to cite numerous additional authorities from the 
appellate courts of many of the States in which an effort has been 
made to fix and determine the limit to the authority to pass reme- (488) 
dial laws. . 

In Alter’s Appeal, 67 Pa. St., 341, the Supreme Court of Pennsyl- 
vania declared it incompetent for the Legislature to empower the courts 
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to correct a mistake in a testator’s will which rendered it inoperative, 
and thereby deprive his heirs at law of property that had descended to 
them. In another case it was held by the Court of Nevada that where 
a testator left no heirs the Legislature had power to waive the right of 
the State to take his property as an escheat by validating a will in 
favor of his devisees, but could not have divested the title of his heirs 
at law if any had been known. Lstate of Steckworth, 7 Nevada, 229. 
In Hasbranch v. Milwaukee, 138 Wis., 87, that eminent jurist, Dixon, 
O. J., in discussing an act to validate a contract void when executed, 
for want of power in the city authorities of Milwaukee, said: “A con- 
tract void for want of capacity in one or both of the contracting parties 
to enter into it is as no contract. And to admit that the Legislature, 
of its own choice and against the wishes of either or both of the con- 
tracting parties, can give it life and vigor, is to admit that it is within 
the scope of legislative authority to divest settled rights of property, 
and to take the property of one individual or corporation and transfer it 
to another.” It should be noted that the deed in that case was void at 
the election of the city. See also, Mills v. Chariton, 29 Wis., 413. 
Where a conveyance is void for want of power in the grantor to convey 
the estate that it purports to pass, it cannot be validated by statute. 
Shruk v. Brown, 61 Pa. St., 8327. It has been held that a lease void 
under the statute cannot be validated by the receipt of rent. Sedg- 
wick & Wait T. T. to R. P., 879, and notes. When the subsequent rati- 

fication by the contracting party cannot give validity to an agree- 
(489) ment to rent, because it is void under this same statute of frauds, 

it is difficult to understand how the Legislature, despite the pro- 
test of the parties to a deed and their privies, can by altering the rules 
of evidence restore it to hfe. In Underwood v. Tally, 10 8. & R., the 
Supreme Court of Pennsylvania said “that the retrospective operation 
of laws would be supported when they impair no contract or disturb 
no vested right, but only vary remedies, cure defects in proceedings, 
otherwise fair, which do not vary existing obligations contrary to their 
situation, when entered into and when prosecuted.” The Supreme Court 
of New Hampshire held that the Legislature had no power, as against 
parties not assenting to validate a fraudulent sale of corporate prop- 

erty. BR. KR. v. BR. B., 50 N. H., 50. 

To declare by statute in terms that Mrs. Calloway intended to convey 
when she actually aliened nothing, would be a legislative usurpation of 
judicial power, and to change the general remedy applicable to pre- 
existing contracts so as to pass an estate now, when no equitable right 
vested in Harris at the time of the execution of the paper, even if it 
be accomplished by modifying the rules of evidence, would be to disturb 
a vested right by transferring the land without compensation to the 


366 


N.C] | FEBRUARY TERM, 1893 


LOWE v. HARRIS 


owner from whom it is taken after it had been aliened to a purchaser 
for value. Norman v. Hoist, 5 W. & 8. (Pa.), 17. There is a general 
presumption against the retroactive operation of statutes, and they will, 
in cases like that at bar, where it will impair vested rights to apply 
them to past transactions, be construed to affect rights accruing after 
their enactment. Endlich, secs. 271 to 274; Richardson v. Cook, 3 
Vt., 599. 

Where deeds are executed by virtue of a judicial heende and are 
voidable only, not void, by reason of some irregularity growing out of a 
failure to follow the mode of procedure prescribed by law in the conduct 
of the action or proceeding, it 1s clearly competent to cure such de- 
fects by remedial legislation, and where the action or proceeding (490) 
has been instituted and prosecuted in good faith, it is not only 
eminently just, but it serves the important end of preserving the public 
confidence in the stability of judgments of the Courts to resort to the 
law-making power for such relief. Hence the curative acts, affecting 
irregularities in special proceedings, have been upheld by the Courts, 
as they cannot be collaterally impeached, and are voidable only in the 
absence of such remedial acts at the instance of a party to them, not 
void. Hdmundson v. Moore, 99 N. C., 1; Ward v. Lowndes, 96 N. C., 
367; Bell v. King, T0 N. C.,, 330; Herring v. Outlaw, ib., 334. In gach 
cases the curative statute divests no vested right because the theory of 
the decisions upon the subject has always been that an estate vests under 
the decree, subject, however, to be avoided in the absence of legislation 
on notice of a party to the proceeding, or to be validated and made 
conclusive on the parties by a proper statute. Moore v. Gidney, 75 
N. C., 84. Such proceedings differ widely from contracts of infants, 
or such as are not enforceable under the statute of frauds. In the one 
instance a prima facie title passes, though it is defeasible; in the other 
the contract is unlawful in its incipiency, passes nothing. The one is 
valid until it is avoided, the other is void until it is validated. Parties 
are supposed to contract with reference to the power of the law-makers 
to withdraw the mere right. to avoid, but not in contemplation of the 
enactment of a statute which would operate as a compulsory ratifica- 
tion, and divest a vested interest without the consent of him who holds 
it. Te is like the distinction between destroying a mere right or possi- 
bility, which must have. been expected when it was created, and the 
taking of an interest in land without compensation. Bass v. N avigation 
‘Co., 111 N. C., 489. Thus the distinction between this line of _ 
cases and those in which the right of recovery depends upon giv- (491) 

ing effect to a deed or contract, that has once been on its face 
absolutely void, or voidable at the election of the party to be bound, 
because executed contrary to the prohibition of a statute, or not in the 
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only mode declared by it to be sufficient, or in violation of a rule declared 
by public policy. In Condry v. Cheshire, 88 N. C., 375, it was held 
that a void judgment could be attacked without any direct proceeding 
to vacate it. Doyle v. Brown, 72 N. C., 393; Stallings v. Gulley, 48 
N. C., 344. | | 

The statutes that provide for supplying lost records are also within 
the scope of legislative authority, because they only give to certain per- 
sons the means of setting up and establishing valid titles, and the parties 
who actually aliened and passed title to them cannot complain, because 
all right has already been divested out of them, and they are presumed 
to have conveyed with reference to the legislative power to provide for 
restoring the evidence of what had been actually accomplished, not 
simply attempted in the face of a statute declaring the attempt in ad- 
vance ineffectual. Adle v. Sherwood, 3 Wharton (Pa.), 484. 

As we have already stated, after a deed has been executed, if it be . 
valid upon its face, the grantee takes an equitable estate under it, till 
by force of registration (which is our modern substitute for livery of 
seizin) the legal estate vests in him. He being the owner in equity, it is 
no interference with vested right to provide by law a more convenient 
mode of proving the execution or to ratify a probate that is informal, 
or was taken by an officer not empowered to do so, but who mistook his 
power. Freeman v. Person, 106 N. C., 251; White v. Connelly, 105 
N. C., 65; Young v. Jackson, 92 N. C., 144; Tatom v. White, 95 N. C., 
453. The probate is but an ex parte ascertainment, by authority of law, 

that the instrument registered is authentic (Young v. Jackson, — 
(492) supra), and does not conclude the parties to it as to its legal 

effect. It is competent for the Legislature to cure a defective 
probate where the instrument has already been recorded, as it is to pre- 
scribe the mode of proving in future, and parties contract with a view 
to the possible, if not probable, exercise of this power. The Legislature 
is empowered, unquestionably, to pass a law extending the statute of 
limitations or making the time shorter, if a reasonable time is given for 
the commencement of an action before the bar takes effect. Strickland v. 
Draughan, 91 N. C., 108. The principle announced in this case is not 
inconsistent with the doctrine (laid down in Haken v. Raub, supra) that 
a man cannot be deprived of his land “instantaneously under the pre- 
tense of limiting the period in which he should bring his action.” 
Neither can he be instantaneously robbed of his property, the possession 
of which he is about to recover in the courts, under the guise of modi- 
fying the rules of evidence. So the principle decided in Alexander v. 
Comrs., 70 N. C., 208, has no bearing upon this case. Where one holds 
what purports to be a contract made on behalf of the State by an agent, 
but which is in reality void for want of authority in the agent to bind 
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the State, the Legislature has the power to assume the obligation, just 
as it could have provided for the payment of the claim if no agreement 
had been entered into. “Municipal corporations are mere agencies of 
the State through which the sovereign acts in matters of social concern.” 
Bass v. Navigation Co., supra; Southerland Stat. Cons., sec. 488. The 
right to limit involves the power to dispense with limitations. Jb. But 
the Legislature cannot take the property of one man and give it to 
another, though an attempt may be made to transfer it by a judicial 
proccediue. as by a sheriff’s sale. Jb., sec. 484, and note. 

Where a party prays an appeal to an appellate court, the judg- (493) 
ment of the court below is thereby vacated, subject to ‘the condi- 
tion that he shall perfect his appeal either under any law existing when 
he appeals, or that may be enacted before his cause is heard in the ap- 
pellate court, and a curative act which gives him a status in the higher 
court is considered to have been in contemplation of the parties at all 
times and divests no title but simply provides the means of fairly ascer- 
taining the rights of the litigants. Walker v. Scott, 104 N. C., 481. 
Cooley, J., says (Const. Lim., 371), in treating of irregularities that may 
be cured by statute: “And if the irregularity consists in doing some 

act, or in the mode or manner of doing same act, which the Legislature 
might have made immaterial by prior law, it is competent to make the 
same immaterial by subsequent law.” But where the defect which the 
act seeks to remedy affects the jurisdiction of the court, it is in violation 
of fundamental principles to give it a retrospective effect. Jb. The 
learned judge must not be understood as maintaining that the Legisla- 
‘ture has the power to pass any retroactive remedial law which it would 
have been within the scope of its authority to have enacted for future 
operation. Under a principle no man’s property would be secure against 
the judicial authority of the law-making department of the government. 

If the receipt was void for uncertainty as a contract, and the defend- 

ant acquired no legal or equitable right that could then be enforced, the 
General Assembly had no more authority, even under the guise of chang- 
ing the rule of evidence or providing a new remedy to transfer the life 
estate of Mrs. A. P. Calloway and the remainder in fee of her daughters 
to the defendant, by a general than by a special act, naming the 
parties and setting forth their relation to each other. Such spe- (494) 
cial acts have been declared by this Court to be nm contravention 

of the organic law, not only as attempts to divest vested individual — 
rights, but as infringements on the part of the Legislature upon the 
power of the judicial branch of the government. Stanmire v. Sauter 
supra. 

We conclude, therefore, that the Legislature did not intend that the 
statute should apply to preéxisting contracts, but only to those entered 
into after its passage. 369 
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In permitting the defendant to explain what land was referred to we 
think there was error. 
New TRIAL. 


SHEPHERD, ©. J., concurring: Under the view I have taken it is un- 
necessary to determine whether the statute in question should be con- 
strued as prospective only in its operation, as I am very clearly of the 
opinion that it did not have the effect of changing the existing law in 
reference to descriptions contained in deeds or contracts for the convey- 
ance or sale of land. The statute provides that “in all actions for the 
possession of or title to any.real estate, parol testimony may be intro- 
duced to identify the land sued for, and fit it to the description contained 
in the paper-writing offered as evidence of title or right of possession, 
and if the jury is satisfied that the land in question is the identical land 
intended to be conveyed, . . . then the said paper-writing shall be 
deemed and taken es be sufficient In law to pass such title . . . as 
it purports to pass,” etc. Section 1, chapter 465, Acts 1891. | 

Whatever may have been the intention of the Legislature, it 3 is, I 
think, very evident that the foregoing language does not change, in the , 
slightest degree, the existing law upon the subject to which it refers. 
It is but a plain and concise exposition of the rules of the common law, 

and if the. Legislature intended to abrogate these rules, in whole 
(495) or in part, it should have expressed such intention in the clearest 

and most unmistakable manner. Statutes which “innovate upon 
the common law rules of evidence,” or which “provide for proceedings 
unknown to or contrary to the common law,” are construed strictly 
(and) “the Courts cannot properly give force to them beyond what is 
expressed by their words, or is necessarily implied from what is ex- 
pressed.” Southerland Stat. Cons., sec. 400. 

The same author also declares it ‘to be a cardinal principle of ‘uidiaial 
interpretation, that “where a statute uses a word which is well known 
and has a definite sense at common law, or in the written law, without 
defining it, it will be restricted to that sense unless it appears that it was 
not so intended.” And he further states that “rules of interpretation 
and construction are derived from the common law, and, since that law 
constitutes the foundation and primarily the body and soul of our juris- 
prudence, every statutory enactment is construed with reference to its 
cognate principles.” Section 253-289. 

Keeping in mind these well-settled principles, let us inquire whether 
there is anything in the statute which sustains the defendant’s conten- 
tion that it was the purpose of the Legislature that the word “descrip- 
tion” as therein employed should be so construed as to practically repeal 
the statute of frauds, and thus destroy in a great measure the stability 
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of titles to the landed property of the State. We should be loath to 
attribute to the law-makers a purpose to place our State in a position 
of such exceptional and unenviable prominence, and’ I am quite sure 
that their real object in passing the statute may be explained upon other 
and more reasonable grounds to which I shall hereafter refer. 

The statute provides that parol testimony shall be admissible (496) 
for the purpose of fitting the land to the description contained in 
the deed, and the question is whether the word “description” is to be 
taken in its ordinary and legal signification—that is, a description which 
has a legal susceptibility of being aided by testimony so as to identify 
the land, or whether it means a description which in law is no descrip- 
tion whatever and is sometimes called an “insufficient description.” JI 
am really unable to conceive of any principle upon which the latter 
proposition can be supported unless it be that the Legislature must have 
intended something different from the common law and that it is our 
duty to discover 1t and, by a process known as judicial legislation, insert 
it into the statute. This involves not merely the difficulty of departing 
from the generally accepted meaning of the terms of a statute, but also 
an absolute contradiction of such terms, resulting in a complete change, 
in many instances, in the rights of property. 

In other words, instead of reading the statute—“that parol testimony 
may be received for the purpose of fitting the land to such a description 
as is recognized as legally sufficient’”—we are to substitute the words 
“such a description as is so vague and indefinite as to have been hereto- 
fore held to be legally insufficient,” or one which, in the language of 
Pearson, J., in a-case similar to this (Murdock v. Anderson, 57 N. C., 
77), is “no description” at all. I cannot see how a word in a statute 
having such a plain legal signification can, in the absence of something 
in the context requiring it, be stricken out and other words of an entirely 
different signification inserted in its place. The failure of the Legis- 
lature to accomplish what it is argued it attempted to do, affords no 
warrant to the court to supply the supposed omission. ° Even if the 
language were not altogether free from ambiguity, we should 
hesitate to place upon it the construction insisted upon, for it is (497 ) 
a universally accepted rule that “a construction which must neces- 
sarily occasion great public and private mischief must never be preferred 
to a construction which will occasion neither, or not in so great a degree, 
unless the terms of the instrument absolutely require such preference.” 
Southerland, supra, 323. 

If the statute means that testimony may be introduced to the jury in 
all cases where the description has heretofore been held void by reason 
of vagueness, it would be exceedingly difficult for any court to determine 
what is a sufficient “insufficient description” which should be submitted 
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to the jury. It would seem from the construction insisted upon that if 
there is a mere semblance of a description, however indefinite it may 
be, its legal sufficiency is to be determined by the jury; for if they find 
that the parties intended to convey a certain piece of land the descrip- 
tion shall, by reason of such finding, be deemed in law sufficient to pass 
the title. It is impossible to estimate the confusion which would result 
from such a substantial reversal of the functions of the court and the 
jury. I suppose that any attempt at a description would be sufficient 
to put the jury in full control of the matter without any interference on 
the part of the court. Thus, if I have ten stores on Fayetteville Street, 
in the City of Raleigh, and convey to A “a store on Fayetteville Street, 
in the city of Raleigh,” this will be sufficient to go to the jury, and they 
may determine which of the ten stores was intended to be conveyed. 
This, of course, would be an abrogation of the statute of frauds. Could 
the Legislature have intended this? But to go still further—If I should 
afterwards sell to B one of the stores, specifically describing it, what 1s 
to prevent A from identifying it as the one sold to him under his vague 
and imperfect description? Under the statute there can be no equitable 

principle asserted for the protection of B, as it. contains no sav- 
(498) ing in favor of third persons, but expressly provides that in all 

cases the evidence shall be received, and if the property can be 
identified by the jury, then the description shall be deemed in law suffi- 
cient. If the description is thus made sufficient by the finding of the 
jury it must be sufficient for all purposes. 

That this construction is not the true one 1s entirely clear by a refer- 
ence to the second section of the act, which provides “that no deed . 
shall be declared void for vagueness in the description by reason of the 
use of the word ‘adjoining’ instead of the words ‘bounded by,’” ete. 
The provision was intended to meet a suggestion that there was a dis- 
tinction between the words “bounded by” and “adjoining,” as affecting 
the legal sufficiency of a description, and was rendered unnecessary by 
a subsequent declaration of the Court in Perry.v. Scott, 109 N. C., 374. 
It recognizes that there is such a thing as a description which may be 
declared void by the Court for “vagueness,” and enaets that in certain 
instances it shall not be so declared void. Now, it is asked with absolute 
confidence, why was it necessary to provide for the cases mentioned in 
this section, if what had been suggested to be an “insufficient descrip- 
tion” for “vagueness” was provided for in the first section, which is the 
one we have under consideration ? 

Very clearly there would have been no necessity for such legislation 
if the present contract, and the similar one in Fortescue v. Crawford, 
105 N. C., 29, were covered by the first section under the construction 


372 


N.C.| FEBRUARY TERM, 1893 
Lowe ». HARRIS 


contended for. I think that it was the purpose of the Legislature to 
meet the suggestion referred to, and this 1s certainly all that was effected 
by the terms of the statute. 

I do not impute to the Legislature a purpose to enact ath a (499) 
law as to produce the evils which would result from the construc- 
tion insisted upon, and I am of the opinion that the real epee of the 
statute was such as I have indicated. 

The common law, then, not having been changed | in respect to this 
contract, and it being void under the decision in Fortescue’s case, supra, 
I concur in the ruling that there should be a new trial. 


Burwe tt, J., dissenting : The following issue was submitted to the 
jury without objection on the part of the plaintiffs: “Is the land of 
which the defendant is now in possession, and which is sued for in this 
action, the identical land which is referred to in the paper-writing set 
up in the answer and alleged to have been executed to defendant by A. 
P. Calloway ?” 

Defendant offered this writing 1n evidence, and plaintiffs objected 

“on the ground that it was too indefinite in describing any land.” Huis 
Honor overruled the objection and admitted the evidence, and the plain- 
tiff excepted. . 

The writing referred to is as follows: 


“Witxerszoro, N. C., 19 April, 1880. 


vd ames Harris has paid me $20 on his land; owes me six more on it. 
“ALP. Cattoway.” 


I assume that the contention of the plaintiffs was that parol evi- 
dence was not admissible to locate the land to which the defendant 
alleged this receipt referred, and show that it was the same land which 
plaintiffs were seeking to recover of him in this action, she also claim- 
ing under A. P. Calloway. Her objection should have been to the parol 
testimony when it was offered. The writing was clearly admissible in 
evidence. Its legal effect was a matter to be determined after it was 
introduced. | 

But for Laws 1891, ch. 465, sec. 1, the case of Fortescue v. (500) 
Crawford, 105 N. C., 29, would be decisive of this controversy, 
for there, as here, the only words in the receipt descriptive of the land 
are “his land,” and some other words that show that what was there 
styled his (the defendant’s) land was, prior to the alleged sale, the land 
of the person signing the receipt. 
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The act referred to seems to have been enacted to meet and avoid the 
hardship of such cases as that cited above and this one now before us. 
Whether that legislation is wise or unwise is not for us to say. We 
should give to it all proper effect. 

We have here a memorandum in writing which, under the law as it 
stood before the act of 1891, would not have availed the defendant be- 
cause it was not then permissible to show by parol evidence that the land 
therein designated by the vendor as “his land” was the land in con- 
troversy, and for that reason alone. The expression is very vague and 
indefinite, but it is a “description.” In Bread v. Munger, 88 N. C., 297, 
“his 100 acres of land” is called an “insufficient description.” In 
Fortescue v. Crawford, supra (the recerpt being¢similar to the one here 
under consideration), this Court said of the defendant’s offer of parol 
testimony that he was endeavoring “to help out the insufficiency of the 
deseription.” If, then, there was a written memorandum available and 
sufficient of itself for defendant’s protection in his possession when the 
action was begun, if the description had not been insufficient and im- 
perfect, that imperfection and insufficiency could be remedied by the 
verdict of the jury founded upon the writing and parol testimony which 
the act had made competent “to identify the land and fit it to the de- 
seription contained in the , Paper-writing” offered as “evidence of the 

right of possession.” 
(501) There was no error, I think, in his Honor’s allowing defendant 

to put the writing in evidence and the introduction of parol evi- 
dence to identify the land. The statute is, in my opinion, applicable to 
all actions to be tried in the courts, no matter when the contract was 
made. It does not contravene any provision of the Constitution, for it 
affects a remedy and not the rights of any citizen. “Laws which change 
the rules of evidence relate to the remedy only.” Tabor v. Ward, 83 
N. C., 291. And such laws are not unconstitutional, though retroactive. 
Hintou v. Hinton, 61 N. C., 410; Wilkerson v. ‘Buchanan, 83 N. C,, 
296; Phillips v. Cameron, 48 N. G., 390. 

The act now under discussion, 1f applied to this case, will disturb no 
vested right of Mrs. Calloway or her vendee with notice. It will merely 
prevent the perpetration of a wrong by giving to the defendant a pre- 
ventive for that wrong by changing the rule of evidence so as to allow 
him, in defense of his possession of his home, to submit to the jury 
parol testimony that was not admissible when the alleged contract was 
made. The contract was not void, but only voidable at the option and 
upon the proper plea of the alleged contractor. Loughran v. Giles, 110 
N. C., 423, and cases there cited. The act does not assume to make that 


a contract which was not one, but merely declares that the jury may de- 


termine what the contract was, and to that end may hear and consider 
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certain parol evidence. This will disturb no vested rights nor deprive 
any one of what is his own. It may be that it is better for the com- 
monwealth that a few should have the privilege of doing what all men 
feel to be wrong—taking from honest purchasers land sold to them by 
defective descriptions—than that some should be tempted to swear 
falsely. Of that we say nothing. All such legislation as that under 
consideration involves a question of policy and not of constitu-_ 

tional power. Cooley Const. Lim. (6 Ed.), p. 460. (502) 


Crarx, J. I concur in the above dissenting opinion. 


Cited: Greer v. Asheville, 114 N. C., 681; Hemphill v. Annis, 119 
NN. C., 519; Lowe v. Harris, 121 N. C., 287; Harris v. Woodard, 130 
N. C., 581; Jones v. Schull, 153 N. C., 521. 


T. S. PARKER et ar. v. C. A. MCPHAIL Ef At. 


Arrest and Baitl—Motion to V acate—J urisdiction. 


1. A motion to vacate an order of arrest may be heard by a judge out of 
court anywhere within the district that his duties require him to be dur- 
ing the time in which he is assigned to the district. 


2. The rule that, except by consent or in those cases specially permitted by 
statute, the judge can make no order in a cause outside of the county 
where it is pending, applies only to judgments on the merits or to motions 
in the cause strictly so-called, but does not apply to ancillary proceedings. 


3. Where, in the hearing of a motion to vacate an order of arrest, the judge 
finds as a fact that the act upon which it was based was not committed, 
the finding is final and cannot be reviewed. 


Action commenced by a summons returnable to Fall Term, 1892, 
of STANLY. 

- An order of arrest was issued by the clerk of said court against the 
defendant C. A. McPhail. Said defendant was arrested under the order, 
and bail bond was duly executed. 

On 13 September, 1892, a motion, based on affidavits, after proper 
notice, was heard before Powiean, i. presiding in the courts of the 
Eighth Judicial District, in the (oan of Lexington, in the county of 
Davidson, at chambers, to dismiss the warrant of arrest. 

The plaintiff insisted that the judge had no power to hear and dispose 
of the said motion at chambers, and without and beyond the limits 


of Stanly County. (503) 
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The court being of a contrary opinion, after argument of counsel, 
and a consideration of the affidavits presented, discharged the defendant 
from arrest, and plaintiffs appealed. 


Brown & Jerome for plaantrffs. 
P. B. Means and Batchelor & Devereux for defendants. 


Cuark, J. Section 316 of The Code provides: “A ‘defendant ar- 
rested may, at any time before judgment, apply, on motion, to vacate 
the order of arrest.” Section 594 of The Code provides: “(2) Motions 
may be made to a clerk of the Superior Court, or a judge out of court, 
except for a new trial on the merits.” “(3) Motions must be made 
within the district in which the action is triable.” “(6) Whenever a 
motion shall be made in any cause or proceeding in any of the courts, 
to obtain an . . . order of arrest, . . . ora motion to vacate or 
modify the same is made, it shall be the duty of the judge before whom 
such motion 1s made to render and make known his decision on such 
motion within ten days after the day upon which such motion shall or 
may be submitted to him for decision.” By statute the judge is re- 
quired to be at certain places in the district at stated times: if the 
motion, as the law allows, can be made “at any time” to “a judge out of 
court” “within the district,’ and “whenever . . . made .. . it 
shall be the duty of the judge . . . to render a decision on such | 
motion,” then it must follow that he can hear such motion anywhere 
_ “within the district” that his duties require him to be during the time 

in which he is assigned to the district. 
(504) It is true it has been held that except by consent or in those 

cases specially permitted by statute the judge can make no orders 
in a cause outside of the county in which the action 1s pending. McNeill 
_v. Hodges, 99 N. C., 248; Bynum v. Powe, 97 N. C., 874; Gatewood v. 
Leak, 99 N. C., 363. But that applies to judgments on the merits or to 
motions in the cause, strictly so called. It does not apply to ancillary 
proceedings, as they come within the exception referred to. As to in- 
junctions, authority is conferred to hear them outside of the county 
where the main action is pending, by The Code, secs. 334-337, and as to 
receivers by section 379. As to attachments and arrests and bail as 
well as injunctions, the power to grant, vacate or modify such orders 
out of the county is recognized by section 594 (6) above cited. . 

From the nature of all provisional remedies (unlike ordinary motions 
in the cause) it is better that prompt action should be had by application 
to the judge wherever he may be found in the district than that there 
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should be delay out of deference to the convenience of the other party. 
Especially is this so in view of the greatly improved facilities for 
traveling by the constantly increasing number of railroads. 

It would be perfectly regular to move to vacate before the clerk and 
appeal from his ruling to the judge, as was done in Roulhac v. Brown, 
87 N. C., 1. But the clerk might be dilatory in acting, and the party _ 
has his election to proceed more summarily by applying in the first 
instance to the judge. Laws 1889, ch. 497, is merely permissive and 
gives the defendant the election to demand a jury trial upon the issues 
raised by the conflicting affidavits, but this right was not claimed in this 
ease by the defendant. Had he done so, in apt time, the judge would 
have been compelled to remand the motion to vacate to the county 
where the action was pending that the issues so ) arising might be tried 
at the first term of court. 

Tt is not clear, as it should be, that exception was taken below (505) 
to anything except the ‘urisdiction of the judge in vacating the 
order of arrest out of the county (but within the district) in which the 
action was brought. But if the exception is broad enough to embrace 
the correctness of the order itself, the judge has found as a fact that the 
defendant McPhail has not removed or disposed of, and is not about to 
remove or dispose of, his property with intent to defraud his creditors. . 
There was evidence to support such finding, and it is final and cannot be 
reviewed by this Court. Harris v. Sneeden, 101 N. C., 278; Millhaser 
v. Balsley, 106 N. C., 483; Travers v. Deaton, 107 N. Cc; 500. This 
renders it unnecessary to DEAR upon the regularity of the affidavit upon 
which the order of arrest was aaee 

AFFIRMED. 


Cited: Fertilizer Co. v. Taylor, ante, 151; Harper v. Pinkston, ante, 
304; Zimmerman v. Zimmerman, 113 N. C., 486; Whitehead v. Hale, 
118 N. C., 604; Ledbetter v. Pinner, 120 N. C., 457; Moore v. Moore, 
130 N. C., 334; Bank v. Peregoy, 147 N. C., 296. 


J. H. BENSON v. J. A. BENNETT, ADMINISTRATOR OF JOHN IRVIN. 


Claim Against Decedent—Statute of Limitations. 


1. Section 164 of The Code is an enabling and not a disabling statute; it ap- 
plies only in cases where, in regular course, but for the interposition of 
the section, a claim would become barred in less than one vyear from the 
grant of letters of administration, and is not a restriction on the statute 
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of limitations so that a claim should become barred by the lapse of a 
year from the grant of letters, where, but for the section, it would not 
be barred until a later date. 


2. Where right of action accrued 24 May, 1884, decedent (debtor) died 9 July, 
1885, and letters of administration were granted 21 August, 1885, an 
action commenced 5 July, 1887, is not barred by the three years statute 
of limitations, for, excluding the time between the death of debtor and 
the grant of administration, three years had not Se 


(506) AppraL from Graves, J., at February Term, 1893, of Rocx- 
INGHAM. 

It was originally begun by plaintiff against Catharine S. Irvin, ad- 
ministratrix of John Irvin, but she having been removed pending the 
action, the present defendant, J. A. Bennett, was substituted as adminis- 
trator in her place. Plaintiff sought, by the action, to have an account 
_ stated of dealings between himself and defendant’s intestate, as. partners 
in the purchase and sale of real estate at Reidsville and judgment ren- 
dered for him for the balance that might be found due him from the 
proceeds of an auction sale of lots made on 24 May, 1884, which, he 
alleged, defendant’s intestate collected and did not account for. De- 
fendant answered that his intestate died on 9 July, 1885, and letters of 
_administration were granted on 21 August, 1885; that the auction sale 
of lots, out of which the alleged claim arises, was held on 24 May, 1884, 
in the lifetime of decedent, and that the action having been commenced 
on 5 July, 1887, is barred by the general statute of limitations of three 
years, and also by the lapse of more than one year after grant of ad- 
ministration before suit brought under section 164 of The Code. The 
facts alleged in the answer being admitted, it was submitted to his 
Honor, without the intervention of a jury, to decide whether the said 
plea in bar was effectual. Upon consideration his Honor decided that 
the statute of limitations under section 164 of The Code was a bar to 
the plaintiff’s action and eave judgment accordingly, from ence plain- 
tiff appealed. 


Mebane & Scott for plaintiff. 
No counsel contra. 


(507) = Crark, J. The defendant’s intestate died on 9 July, 1885, 
| and vrei naaieetion was granted on his estate on 21 August, 1885. 
The auction sales, for the balance due from which this action is partly 
brought, took mines on 24 May, 1884, and this action was begun on 
5 July, 1887. 

As we understand it, the only question presented by the appeal is 
whether under a proper construction of section 164 of The Code this 
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demand is barred, for as to the account for goods sold and delivered, if 
the last item of the account was, as averred, on 6 May, 1876, that part 
of the plaintifi’s demand is clearly barred. 

Section 164 of The Code is an enabling not a disabling statute. It 
means that if at the time of the death of the debtor the claim is not 
barred, action may be brought within one year after the grant of letters 
to the persorial representative in those cases which in regular course, but 
for the interposition of this section, the claim would become barred in 
less time than one year from such grant. Jt was not intended to be a 
restriction on the statute of limitations so that a claim should become 
barred by the lapse of a year from the grant of letters, where, in regu- 
lar course, but for this section, it would not be barred till a later date. 
The object in view is that when the cause of action survives and is not 
barred at the time of the death, there shall be at least one year after 
the death of the creditor, or one year after the grant of letters of ad- 
ministration to the personal representative of the debtor, before action 
is barred. This is conclusively shown by the words of the section, that 


if the party die before the claim is barred, action may be brought “after | 


the expiration of the time limited, and within one year.” Coppersmith 
—v. Wilson, 107 N. C., 31, decides nothing more than the distinction that, 
though the one year allowed by section 164 is counted from the death 
of the creditor, 1t is counted only from the grant of letters when it is 
the debtor who dies. 

Although more than a year had elapsed in this case atten the (508) 

grant of letters of administration before suit brought, yet, ex- 
- eluding the time between the death of the debtor (9 July, 1885) and the 
issue of letters of administration (21 August, 1885), the time elapsing 
between the sale (24 May, 1884) and the bringing of this action (5 
July, 1887), only two years, eleven months and twenty-nine days had 
passed, and in no view could the three years’ statute of limitations apply. 
It is only when that might otherwise apply that section 164 can have 
place and extend the time. 

This renders it unnecessary to sane the ieee raised, whether 
on the facts of this case a demand was necessary to set the statute in 
motion. 

REVERSED. 


Cited: Redmond v. Pippen, 113 N. C., 93; Hughes v. Boone, 114 
N. C., 56; Burgwyn v. Damel, 115 N. C., 119; Person v. Montgomery, 
120 N. C., 115; Winslow v. Benton, 1380 N. C., 59. 
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JAMES THOMPSON et at. v. JAMES NATIONS, ADMR. oF 
JESSE THOMPSON, ET AL. 


Statute of Presumptions and Limitations—Sureties on Adminstration 


Bond. 


J. The Code (sec. 187) does not postpone the time when causes of action 
shall accrue, but merely extends the period of limitation or presump- 
tion after a cause of action has accrued by omitting from the count the 
time between 20 May, 1861, and 1 January, 1870. 


2. Where a cause of action against an administrator arose in December, 
1864, and he filed his account in April, 1891, and suit was brought against 
him and his sureties in June, 1891: Held, that the lapse of twenty years 
from 1 January, 1870, raised a presumption of settlement or abandon- 
ment which was not rebutted, as to the sureties on the administration 
bond, by the filing of the administrator’s account showing a balance due 
the distributees. 


(509) <Apprat from Boykin, J., at Spring Term, 1893, of Surry. 

The complaint alleged that on 10 December, 1862, the defend- 
ant Nations, qualified as administrator of Jesse Thompson, deceased, the 
other defendants being sureties on his administration bond, and that on 
13 April, 1891, the administrator filed his account before the clerk of 
the Superior Court, showing a balance of $466.65 due the plaintiffs as 
heirs and next of kin of the intestate, a small part only of which had 
been paid, and judgment was asked against the sureties for the penalty 
of the bond to be discharged upon payment of the amount due, ete. 

The defendant sureties in their answer contended that the action, as 
to them, was barred by the statute of presumptions and limitations; that 
more than ten years, and also more than three years, had elapsed since 
plaintiff’s cause of action accrued; that more than seven years had 
elapsed since the administrator qualified and made advertisement for 
creditors to present their claims, ete. 

The plaintiffs introduced the records of the clerk’s office of Surry 
County showing an account filed by the defendant administrator on 13 
April, 1891, and closed their case, asking for judgment against all of 
the defendants. | 

Judgment being rendered for the plaintiffs, the defendant sureties 
appealed. ) 


Glenn & Manly for defendants. 
No counsel contra. 
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Crarx, J. The administration having been taken out 10 December, 
1862, a cause of action accrued to plaintiffs two years thereafter. Rev. 
Code, ch. 46, sec. 24. The Code, sec. 137; does not postpone the time 
when causes of action shall accrue, but merely extends the period of 
limitations or presumption after a cause of action has accrued, 
by omitting from the count the time between 20 May, 1861, and (510) 
1 January, 1870. This cause of action having accrued in 1864, 
the presumption from the lapse of time apples and not the statute of 
limitations. The Code, sec. 136; Bushee v. Surles, 77 N. C., 62. “The 
lapse of time (under the law prior to C. C. P.) constitutes no bar tg 
the demand of an account by the next of kin against the administrator, 
but it may raise a presumption (of settlement or abandonment ) 
when there has been an interval of twenty years after the time appointed 
for settlement with the next of kin.” Bird v. Graham, 36 N. C., 196; 
Salter v. Blount, 22 N. C., 218. 

The account filed by the administrator, 13 April, 1891, was after the 
presumption from the lapse of twenty years from 1 January, 1870, had 
arisen and could not rebut it as to these appellants who are the sureties 
on the administration bond. There being no conflicting evidence, it was 
the duty of the court to declare that the presumption was not rebutted. 
Grant v. Burgwyn, 84 N. C., 560. 

A¥FFIRMED. 


Cited: 8. c., 118 N. C., 348; Outland v. Outland, 118 N. C., 141; 
Edwards v. Lemmonds, 136 N. C., 331. 


RUFFIN LEE v. ANNA B. WILLIAMS. 


Practice—Instructions to Jury—Exception—Written Request. 


Where the judge below, in instructing the jury, submitted a phase of a ques- 
tion which there was no evidence to support, an oral exception to the 
question immediately taken and noted and assigned as error for the case 
on appeal is sufficient to present the matter on appeal, though no written 
instruction on the subject was prayed for by the excepting counsel before 
the close of the evidence as provided by section 415 of The Code. 


Petition of plaintiff to rehear, argued at February Term, (511) 
1893, of the Supreme Court. 
For former decision, see 111 N. C., 200. 
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John W. Graham for petitioner. 
Batchelor & Devereux and C. D. Turner contra. 


MacRaz, J. We have carefully examined the authorities cited by 
counsel for petitioner upon the reargument, as well as all. others bearing 
upon the point of practice involved, and we are of the opinion that there 
is no ground upon which the conclusion heretofore reached. should be 
disturbed. There is abundant authority under the very many adjudica- 
tions upon section 415 of The Code to the effect that instructions prayed 
yaust be in writing as the statute requires, and that they must be made 
in apt time, which has been held to be at or before the close of the evi- 
dence, or they may be disregarded by the Court; and under the different 
subdivisions of section 412 of The Code, that exceptions for error in the 
charge cannot be made for the-first time in this Court, but must be 
noted in the assignment of error on appeal; and further, that an omis- 
sion to charge on a particular aspect of the case is not reviewable error 
unless an instruction was asked and refused, and an exception taken. 
All of these decisions are very carefully collated in the second edition 
of Clark’s Code, under the sections indicated. 

We hesitate to state our grounds for this decision, because it will 
involve a repetition of the opinion, which is the subject of this inquiry. 
The Court concurred in the opinion intimated by his Honor below that 
there was no evidence offered by the caveators which would sustain their 
contention. It appears that after this intimation by his Honor the 
caveators “asked to have the jury pass upon the matter any way,” to 

which his Honor assented; and, as the case was to be argued 
(512) before the jury, notwithstanding his Honor’s opinion, the pro- 

pounders, unnecessarily, we think, but out of abundant caution, 
called other witnesses, and the caveators did the same, thus on both 
sides uselessly consuming the time of the court, unless, indeed, the cave- 
ators had found other testimony which, in the opinion of their counsel, 
tended to support their contention. Upon examination of the additional 
testimony, we were still of the opinion that there was nothing to go to 
the jury to sustain the caveators. 

The misapprehension of the learned counsel for the petitioner seems 
to be that the exception of the propounders was to an omission to charge 
something which they had not asked in writing, while in our view it 
was an error in a positive instruction based upon the assumption that 
there was evidence on the part of the caveators which ought to be passed 
upon by the jury. 

His Honor, after instructing the jury that if they believed a certain 
state of facts to be true they should find for the propounders, added 
these words by way of qualification: “Unless the caveators have shown 
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you from the evidence that the will was procured by the undue infiu- 
ence and conduct of the witness Jane Allison exercised over the de- 
ceased.” To this charge an exception was immediately taken and noted, 
and was assigned as error for the case on appeal. 

The authorities cited by petitioner, upon careful examination, will 
show no case like the present. They merely hold that a failure to object 
and except upon the trial precludes one from making the exception for 
the first time in this Court, or that an omission to charge is not the 
subject of exception, unless a request had been made to do so, and pos- 
sibly other kindred examples, all of which we will not attempt 
to state, for we wish to exclude any conclusion except that which (513) 
arises from the facts of this case. | 

“Whenever a point arises on the trial of a cause which it is important 
to either party to sustain, and there is no evidence offered upon it, it 
is not only no error in the judge so to inform the jury, but it is his 
duty.” Satterwaite v. Hicks, 44 N. C., 105. 

It was the duty of his Honor to have told the jury that there was no 
evidence tending to establish the contention of the caveators, but he 
presented it to the jury upon the assumption that there was evidence 
of this character, and the propounder’s counsel excepted. 

We are not to be understood as holding, however, that such an excep- 
tion can be taken for the first time in this Court. 

Jt would consume more than our limited time to reduce to a written 
opinion the analysis of all the cases bearing upon this question, which 
we have felt impelled to make out of respect for the learned counsel 
who, upon a like careful investigation, have indicated a different 
opinion. 

PETITION DISMISSED. 


(514) 
RR. N. HACKETT, ADMINISTRATOR, ET AL. V. F. J. MCMILLAN Et AL. 


Unauthorized Appearance of Attorney—Combination Against Infants— 
Insufficeent Complaint. 


1. In a suit, of the subject-matter of which a court has jurisdiction, appear- 
ance by counsel gives jurisdiction of the parties thus appearing, though 
counsel have no authority to appear, and an innocent purchaser under a 
judgment rendered therein will be protected. 


2, Where, in such ease, parties estopped and injured by adjudication lose 
property to which they are entitled, they may maintain an action for 
damages against those who combined to procure the adjudication. (CLARK, 

J., concurring, further contends that, if the Property of which the parties 
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have so been deprived is in esse, an action may be maintained by them 
for its specific recovery, provided they are not barred by the statute of 
limitations or by an estoppel arising from a judgment in a suit to which 
they have been made parties by process served upon them or by appear- 
ance of attorney actually authorized to appear for them.) 


Appear from McIver, J., at Fall Term, 1892, of WiLKEs. 


(521) W.W. Barber, R. N. Hackett and G. N. Folk for placntiffs. 
D. M. Furches and Glenn & Manly for defendants. 


BurweE 1, J. The sole question presented in the appeal is this: Does 
the complaint state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action? 

In White v. Jones, 88 N. C., 166, in which case the plaintiffs here 
were defendants, Ruffin, J., states one of the questions presented by that 
appeal as follows: “Whether the sums due from the defendant Bledsoe 
for rents during his occupation of the land are to be appropriated to 
the satisfaction of the amount ascertained to be due him, or to the debt 
still due the estate of Mrs. Stokes for the balance of the purchase-money — 
thereof.” And, discussing that, in a subsequent part of his opinion, he 
says: “Virtually the relation subsisting between the plaintiff and the 
heirs at law of Mrs. Stokes since his purchase of the equitable interest 
is that of mortgagor and mortgagee, and having by their action evicted 
him and put the defendant Bledsoe in possession, they are accountable 
to him for the rents and must look to their tenant Bledsoe for the same.” 
And, announcing the conclusion to which he had come, he says: “It is 
also declared that the plaintiff is entitled to credit upon the debt due the 
defendant Neal as the administrator of Mrs. Stokes for the balance of 
the purchase-money for the rents ascertained to have been received by 
the defendant Bledsoe.” 

The allegations of the complaint are to the effect that in the action, 
called by Ruffin, J., the action of the heirs of Mrs. Stokes, by which Gray 

was evicted from the land and Bledsoe was put in possession, the 
(522) plaintiffs, then infants of tender years, were made parties plain- 

tiff by the defendants here “without lawful authority and for 
their (defendants’) own use and benefit,’ and that this was done by 
“combination and agreement” of the Jefendant and others. . 

If two or more persons combine and agree to do a wrongful act, they 
are liable to the person injured by that act for such damages as result. 
To make a person a party plaintiff to an action, without proper au- 
thority so to do, is a wrongful act, for which an action will lie if injury 
comes thereby to the person whose name was thus improperly used. 3 
Blk. Com., 166; Metcalf v. Alley, 24 N. C., 38. In the case last cited 
the injury complained of was the being compelled to pay costs. Here 
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the injury alleged to have resulted from the unwarranted use of plain- 
tiffs’ names was this: they lost a great part of what Ruffin, J., speaking 
for the Court, said was virtually a mortgage debt due in effect to them, 
though payable immediately to the administrator of Mrs. Stokes for 
their benefit. They were estopped to hold him responsible for this loss, 

for it was caused by their act, and the rents were paid to one who was 

their tenant, as the law adjudged. For the most potent reasons it is held’ 
that an innocent person is protected by the judgment of a court having 

jurisdiction of the subject-matter and of the parties. Appearance by 

counsel gives jurisdiction of the persons thus appearing (Hngland v. 

Garner, 90 N. C., 197), though counsel have no authority so to appear. 

And therefore it comes about that the persons thus estopped and thus 

injured by an adjudication binding upon them, though made without 

their knowledge or consent, are driven to seek redress from those who 

- combined and agreed to procure such adjudication. 

We are not required now to determine what is the measure of (523) 
plaintifi’s damages, if the commission of the wrongful acts com- 
plained of is established. We only decide that the facts set out in the 
complaint constitute a cause of action, 

REVERSED. 


- Crarx, J., concurring: I concur in the opinion. As the loss was 
money in this case, there is probably no other remedy, and the plaintiffs 
could in any event elect to take this recourse. But if the property 
whose possession is lost is in esse, as real estate, for instance, I am of 
opinion that the owners who are deprived of it by the judgment of the 
court made in a cause in which their names appear as parties without 
their knowledge or consent, and without process served on them, are not 
denied the right of recovery of the specific property, when not barred 
by the statute of limitations or any act amounting to an estoppel. Cer- 
tainly this is so when there is no other remedy by reason of those per- 
petrating the wrong of entering them as parties without authority being 
insolvent. They cannot be deprived of their property without compen- 
sation or due process of law. This is forbidden by both the State and 
Federal constitutions. | | 
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(524) ——- 
ELIZA BISHOP y. LEE MINTON et At. 


Ejectment—Hstoppel—Findings of Jury. 


1. Where, in ejectment, the jury found that “plaintiff did advise or induce 
defendant to buy the land before he purchased the same,” such finding is 
not sufficient to create an estoppel against plaintiff when it is not also 
found that plaintiff knew of her title when she gave the advice, or that 
defendant did not know of plaintiffs title, or that he was deceived by 
such advice. 


2. A finding by a jury that defendant in ejectment did not purchase from 
another in good faith and without knowledge of plaintiff, is not incon- 
sistent with another finding that plaintiff advised or induced the defend- 
ant to buy the land before he purchased it. 


Action for recovery of laid, tried before Mclver, J., and a jury, at 
Fall Term, 1892, of Wiixns. 


(528) Glenn & Manly for defendants. 
No counsel contra. 


Burwe tt, J. If the first four issues with the findings of the jury are 
read in connection with the pleadings, we have the following narrative 
of facts: The land in controversy was owned by one Minton, of whom 
the plaintiff, Ehza Bishop, was a daughter. Minton conveyed it to | 
James Calloway, who surrendered the deed without having it registered, 
and also executed a quit-claim deed therefor to Minton, thus putting the 
title back in him and his heirs. James Calloway, if he subsequently 
obtained possession of the deeds, got such possession not rightfully. 
The defendant, Leonidas Minton, purchased the land from the executor 
of James Calloway and another with knowledge of plaintiff’s claim 
thereto as one of the heirs of her father, and this purchase was not 
made ‘ ‘in good faith.” 

Thus it appears that both parties claim title from the same souree— 
the ancestor of plaintiff; and that since, by the finding of the jury, 
James Calloway is shown to have surrendered what title he had, defend- 
ant, who claims through him, cannot hold the land against the plaintiff 
unless he can show some title derived from her or good against her by 
estoppel. The fifth issue seems to have been submitted at his instance, 
so that he might establish an estoppel against her, though it had not 
been pleaded by him. This was his defense. If he designed to defeat 
the plaintiff’s recovery in this way, it was incumbent on him to have 
the jury find such facts as would constitute an estoppel against the 
plaintiff, a married woman. This he has not done. We are informed 
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by the verdict that the plaintiff did “advise or induce the de- (529) 
fendant to buy the land before he purchased the same” (fifth 
issue), but we do not know that plaintiff knew of her title when she gave 
this advice, or that defendant did not know of plaintiff’s title, or that 
he was deceived by this advice. Hence the facts were not found from 
which it could be adjudged that plaintiff was estopped, even were she a 
feme sole. Holmes v. Crowell, 73 N. C., 623; Loftin v. Crossland, 94 
N. C., 76; Hstes v. Jackson, 111 N. C., 145. Therefore it is not neces- 
sary to consider under what circumstances, if any, a married woman 
may be deprived of her realty by estoppel. The defendant cannot be 
allowed to delay plaintiff in the recovery of her land because he has 
failed to allege, as well as prove, facts essential to the validity of his 
defense. 

We see no reason why the action should have been dismissed upon 
defendant’s motion, nor do we think the answers to the fourth and fifth 
issues inconsistent so as to entitle defendant to a new trial. 

No pRR0R, | ' AFFIRMED. 


| (530) 
W. B. WILLS v. B. J. FISHER. 


A ppeal—Pleading and Proof—Variance. 


1. Where, by consent of the parties, the judge frames the issue at the close of 
the testimony, and no exception is made on the trial to such issues or to 
the evidence or charge, objection cannot be raised on appeal that the 
issues submitted were not such as arose on the pleadings. Exception to 
the issues should be made on the trial, so that the judge may, if he thinks 
proper, revise and correct them. 


2. Where the allegations upon which plaintiff's right to recover depended were 
the payment by plaintiff, at defendant’s request, of money for mining 
stock, the acceptance of stock by defendant, and his promise to repay to 
plaintiff the money so advanced, and such allegations were denied by 
defendant; and it appeared that defendant subscribed for the stock and 
plaintiff paid for and agreed to take it if defendant should not be in a 
position to take it up himself; that the stock was issued in October and 
sent to defendant: Held, that there was no material variance between 
the allegations and proof. 


Action tried at December Term, 1892, of Guiirorp, before (588) 
Connor, J., and a jury. 


James EH. Boyd for plaintiff. 
J.T. Morehead for defendant. 
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(5389)  MacRasz, J. The plaintiff alleges a purchase of certain stock 
by him for defendant, and at his request; the payment by plain- 
tiff of $500 for said stock at the request of defendant, the issue of the 
same to defendant and its acceptance by defendant, and his promise to 
pay plaintiff the sum advanced by him upon the issue of said stock | to 
defendant, and the refusal to pay plaintiff the sum so advanced. 

The defendant, in his answer, denies the purchase of the stock for him 
by plaintiff, or the request by defendant, as alleged. He sets up a 
different and conaironal contract, and ne denies his FEpEy upon the 
same. 

The plaintiff tendered the one issue: Is the defendant indebted to the 
plaintiff, and if so, in what amount? To this issue defendant objected, 
and it was agreed that the judge should frame the issues at the close 
of the testimony. The judge did frame the issues at the close of the 
testimony, the defendant offering no objection. There was no excep- 
tion to the evidence or to the charge. 

On defendant’s motion for a new trial he assigned as error that the 
issues submitted were not such as arose upon the pleadings. 

It has been often held that exceptions to the issues must be taken on 
the trial in order that the presiding judge may have the opportunity 
to revise and correct them, if he shall deem proper to do so. The reason © 
of this rule is so obvious and’has been so frequently stated that we refer 
only to Moore v. Hill, 85 N. C., 218, and the many cases cited in Clark’s 
Code, sec. 395. 

The testimony having been closed, the defendant insisted that the 
proof did not sustain the allegations of the eqmplaint, and that he was 
entitled to judgment; in other words, that there was a fatal variance 
between the allegations and the proof. It is true, as defendant contends, 

that a plaintiff will not be allowed to abandon averments in his 
(540) complaint and recover upon facts alleged in the answer, but must 

show that he is entitled upon the ground on which he has placed 
his claim. But these averments must be material and must constitute 
an essential element in his right to recover. 

Upon inspection of the record, as we are required to do by section 
957 of The Code, which, as souseed in Thornton v. Brady, 100 N, C., 
38, “refers only to such constituent matters of the action as must neces- 
sarily go upon and constitute the record of it, and which the Court sees 
and must take notice of, such as pleadings, the verdict and the judg- 
ment,” we find that the allegations upon which plaintifi’s right de- 
pended were the payment of money for stock by plaintiff at defendant’s. 
request, the acceptance of the stock by defendant and the promise by 
him to repay to plaintiff the money advanced by him. These allegations 
were denied by defendant, or so qualified in the averments of the answer 
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as to amount to a denial. Whether the stock was purchased by plaintiff, 
or subscribed for by defendant and paid for by plaintiff at defendant’s 
request, were questions which would not affect the liability of defendant 
in this action. The nature of the cause of action, which, in either 
case, was for money paid to the use of defendant, was in no way changed 
by the evidence or the issues. 

The issues met the alterations of the parties; they were framed by 
consent and without objection or exception. “A variance arises where 
the proofs do not sustain the cause of action alleged in the complaint. 
If it is immaterial it will be disregarded; if material and misleading, 
the court may, in its discretion, allow an amendment on just terms; but 
where the evidence relates to a cause of action entirely different from 
that stated in the complaint it is not a case of variance at all, and it was 
never intended by The Code to allow a plaintiff to prove a cause 
of action which he has not alleged.” Abernathy v. Seagle, 98 (541) 
N. C., 553; Clark’s Code, sec. 269. 
| We hold that in this case there was no material variance between the 
allegation and the proof. The issues were fairly framed after all the 
evidence was in. It is to be presumed that his Honor’s instructions to 
the jury presented the contentions fully, with the law bearing upon the 
same. There is 

No ERRoR. 


Cited: Robinson v. Sampson, 121 N. C., 101. 


SIMPSON, BASS & CO. v. T. H. PEGRAM, JR., Ev At. 
Written Contract—Construction—E vidence. 


1. While the entire construction of a written contract, whose terms are ascer- 
tained, that is, the ascertainment of the intention of the parties, is a pure 
question of law for the court, and the sole office of the jury is to pass on 
the existence of the alleged agreement, yet, where the language of the 
written contract is doubtful in the sense of requiring explanation by 
experts or by evidence of the usage of trade, such testimony is admissible 
and should be submitted to the jury under proper instructions. 


2. Where defendants, in an action on a contract growing out of written cor- 
respondence, introduced testimony tending to show the meaning of certain 
terms used in the contract under the customs and usage of trade, they 
cannot complain that the trial judge submitted such testimony to the jury 
for that purpose instead of construing the contract by the written cor- 
respondence alone. 
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3. Nor can the defendant object in such case after having introduced several 
letters in relation to other transactions between him and the plaintiffs 
for the purpose of showing the course of dealing between the parties. 


Action by Simpson, Bass & Co. against T. H. Pegram, Jr., and J. C. 

Buxton and J. S. Grogan, assignees of Pegram, for the benefit of credi- 

tors, to recover the proceeds of the sale of flour alleged to have 

(542) been consigned by plaintiffs to Pegram for sale by him on com- 

mission, and which passed to the assignees by the assignment of 

Pegram, and was sold by them. The action was tried before Armfield, 
J., and a jury, at July (Special) Term, 1892, of Forsytn. 

The plaintiffs sought to follow the proceeds of the sale of the flour in 
the hands of the assignees. 

Defendants admitted the shipment of the flour to Pegram by the 
plaintiffs, but denied that it was on consignment, and insisted that it 
was sold to and bought by Pegram. 

The issues submitted to the jury and the responses were as follows: 

1. Was the flour mentioned in the complaint consigned to defendant 
Grogan? Answer: “Yes.” | 

2. Was Pegram a purchaser of said flour? Answer: “No.” 

3. For what amount did defendants, Buxton and Grogan, sell said 
flour? Answer: “$590.” | 

Plaintiffs introduced a letter from defendant Pegram addressed to 
them, ordering the flour in controversy, and a statement rendered to 
defendant Pegram by them marked Exhibit “B.” 

The letter was as follows: 


Orricr or T. H. Pecram, JR., 
GENERAL Mercuanpise BRoxkErR, 
Consignments Soxicrren, 
Anp Draver In Wagons, Grain, Hay, Mizu Frep, etc. 


Winston, N. C., 11 November, 1887. 


Simpson, Bass & Co., Richmond, Va. 

Gents :-—I enclose order for a carload of “Bob White,” which please 
ship as soon as possible, as I need the goods right now. If you can, 
please bill the car to railroad at 100 pounds, and let me have the differ- 
ence in freight, which will enable me to push the goods right off. Would 
have taken some of the other brand, but cannot use it in barrels, 

Yours truly, 
T. H. Preram, JR. 


The statement (Exhibit “B”) sent to Pegram at time of ship- 
(543) ment by plaintiffs was as follows: 
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Ricumonp, Va., 17 November, 1887. 
Mr. T. H. Puonam, Jx., Winston, N.C. 
Bovest or Simpson, Bass & Co., — 
GreneraL Commission Muronanrs, WHoLessce DEALERS IN | 
Frovur, Gran, Hay, Ere. 


TERMs. Nos. 1205 and 1207 Cary St. 
To 50 barrels Bob White, 1-2 sacks, 
6é 25 éé 6% éé 1-4. é< 
“OR éé 6 éé 1-8 « 
(© OR 73 éé 66 1-16 “ 

A 125 $4.75 $593.75 
Less brokerage, 10 per cent per bbL., 12.50 
$581.25 , 


Plaintiffs introduced H. E. Fries, who purchased the flour in con- 
‘troversy from the defendants, assignees of defendant Pegram, and 
proved by him the amount he had paid said assignees for said flour. 
This witness was asked, on cross-examination, if it was not the custom 
of trade among mill men (he being one) in shipping flour, as in this 
case, to use the word “brokerage,” as it appeared in statement “B” 
rendered in this case, in the sense of “discount,” and that, looking only 
at statement “B,” if he would declare this transaction a sale, and not 
a consignment. He answered that he did not know the customs of 
trade in transactions like this one in controversy, as he never 
transacted his business in this way, and therefore he could not (544) 
answer this question. 

The defendants introduced J. G. Young, a commission merchant and 
broker, who, among other things, testified that he was acquainted with 
the customs of trade in sales of flour by the carload, like the one in con- 
troversy, and that a discount was allowed commission merchants and 
brokers who handled such goods, and that the words “less brokerage or , 
commissions, ten cents per barrel,” did not indicate such goods were 
consigned, if person receiving the goods had the exclusive right to sell 
that special brand of goods in that market; that in cases of this kind he 
would understand from Exhibit “B” a sale, and not a consignment. He 
was asked, on cross-examination, what he would infer from Exhibit 
“BY” if it were a transaction with a general merchant and not with a 
commission merchant or a broker, and he said he would infer a sale, 
and not a consignment, and that he would infer the same if the transac- 
tion were with a commission merchant or broker, unless he received the 
goods by the carload, and had the exclusive sale of that brand in that 
market. 391 
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Defendants introduced letters, and copies of letters, passing between 
plaintiffs and defendant Pegram in regard to the transaction, and other 
transactions tending to show the course of dealing between them. At 
the close of the evidence the defendants insisted that, as the whole con- 
tract was in writing, 1ts construction was for the court, and not for the 
jury, and that there was not sufficient evidence of a consignment. __ 

But his Honor submitted the issues to the jury, upon the evidence, 
and the defendants excepted. There was a verdict for plaintiffs and a 
rule for a new trial for error in submitting the issues to the jury. Rule 

discharged; judgment rendered for plaintiffs, and defendants 
(545) appealed. 


Glenn & M ai and Jones & Kerner for plaintiffs. 
Watson & Buxton for defendants. 


SHEPHERD, C. J. It is unquestionably true, as contended by the de- 
fendants’ counsel, that where the terms of a contract have been ascer- 
tained or where it 1s evidenced by a written instrument, or, as in this” 
case, by written correspondence between the parties, the “entire con- 
struction of the contract, that is, the ascertainment of the intention of 
the parties, as well as the effect of that intention, is a pure question of 
law, and the whole office of the jury is to pass on the existence of the 
alleged written agreement.” Spragins v. White, 108 N. C., 449. 

If, however, the language used is doubtful in the sense that it requires 
the scientific exposition of experts or explanation by evidence of the 
usage of trade or other extraneous circumstances, such testimony is 
admissible and should, under appropriate instructions, be submitted to 
the jury. 1 Greenleaf Ev., 280. 

It seems that the words “less brokerage, ten cents per barrel,’ as used 
in the correspondence between the parties, have, under certain cireum- 
stances, a meaning peculiar to dealings between commission merchants 
engaged in the flour business, in so far as they relate to the question of 
whether there is a sale or a consignment. This at least appears to have 
been the view of the defendant, who introduced testimony tending to 
show such meaning under “the customs of trade in sales of flour by the 
carload like the one in controversy.” There may have been phases of 
the case in which a part of this testimony would have been beneficial 

to the plaintiffs. Be that as it may, the defendant, having intro- 
(546) duced it as explanatory of the terms of the contract, cannot com- 

plain that it was submitted to the jury for that purpose. Even 
had it been incompetent, and he had moved to strike it out, a refusal 
to do so would not have been the subject of review in this Court. S. v. 
Efler, 85 N. C., 585. | 
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The testimony having a tendency to throw some light upon the trans- 
action, we cannot see how the defendant could require the court to 
exclude it from the consideration of the jury and decide the case upon’ 
the written correspondence alone. 

Moreover, the defendant introduced several letters in reference to 
other shipments at various times. We must assume that he did this for 
the purpose of showing the course of dealing between the parties. This 
is an additional reason in support of his Honor’s refusal to take the case 
from the jury. 

No ERROR. 


Cited: White v. McMillan, 114 N. C., 352; Lindsay v. Ins. Co., 115 
N. C.,;. 222; Hdwards v. RB. R., 121 N. ©, 491: Kerr v. Sanders, 122 
N. C., 637; Blalock v. Clark, 137 N. C., 142; Wilson v. Cotton Mills, 
140 N. C., 56; Neal v. Ferry Co., 166 N. C., 566; Hollifield v. Tete- 
phone Co., 172 N. C., 725. | | 


(847) 
JOHN R. FOSTER et at. v. SIDDIA HACKETT. 


Deed—Contingent Reemonnae-lstonpel “Ujectnent--I canes mM 
: Common. 


1. While one tenant in common suing a trespasser in ejectment and proving 
title to an undivided interest is entitled to judgment for the possession of 
the whole land, if the evidence establishing his right demonstrates that 
others than the defendant hold as cotenants the other undivided interests, 
and that the action inures to their benefit, yet, when the defendant is a 
cotenant, the plaintiff should have judgment only for the recovery of the 
interest to which he shows title. 


2. A warranty deed by one having only a contingent remainder in land passes 
the title, by way of estoppel, to the grantee, as soon as the remainder 
vests by the happening or the contingency upon which such vesting de- 
pends. 


"8. Quere, whether a conveyance or assignment of a contingent interest in land 
for a valuable consideration would be upheld by a Court of Equity as an 
equitable assignment or contract to convey upon the happening of the 
contingency and the vesting of the estate. In such case, however, the 
grantee should set forth and plead specifically such equity. 


Action to recover land, tried at Spring Term, 1892, of Wizxzs, be- 
fore Armfield, J. 
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(550) D. M. Furches for plaintiffs. 
W. W. Barber for defendant. 


Avery, J. Both plaintiffs and defendant claim through Mildred 
Goforth, who devised the land in controversy to Achilles Foster in trust 
for her daughters, Anna D. and Pheba Goforth, or to the survivor for 
life, with remainder to the issue of both or either, but on failure of such 
issue at the time of the death of the survivor of the two, to her “own 
lawful heirs.” | | 
Mildred Goforth left surviving her eight children, viz.: Anna D., who 

died without issue in 1886, and Pheba, who died without issue in 1887, 
and six others who married and are now living or have left children 
who are still surviving, viz.: John Goforth, William Goforth, Mildred, 
who married Edmund Tilley; Delpha, who married Wyatt Rose; Lucy, 
who married Anthony Foster, and who was the mother of the plaintiffs, 
‘and Levinia, who married Foster. 

James Calloway, the executor of Mildred Goforth, assuming that he 
had power under the will or as attorney for her heirs and devisees, sold 
and conveyed the land in dispute on 28 June, 1858, while Anna D. and 
Pheba were living, to the said Levinia Foster, one of the daughters of 

the testatrix. The defendant claims under a deed from Levinia 
(551) Foster, dated 6 October, 1871. It was admitted on the trial that 
James Calloway had no power under the will to dispose of the 

land and no instrument was shown constituting him the agent of the 
heirs and devisees of Mildred Goforth, or any of them, for that purpose. 

So, if we concede that the deed of Levinia to the defendant precluded 
her or her heirs, if she is now dead, from setting up any claim to the 
interest which vested subsequent to the date of her deed or the death of 
Pheba, in 1887, in the “lawful heirs” of Mildred Goforth, the title to 
one undivided sixth only of the land in controversy was shown to be in 
the plaintiffs, while the other four undivided sixths are vested in John 
Goforth, William Goforth, Mildred Tilley, and Delpha Rose, or their 
heirs, one-sixth in each. - 

- The plaintiffs have not excepted, but seem to have conceded that the © 
defendant, as the grantee of Levinia Foster, is a tenant in common with 
the other heirs of Mildred Goforth, holding her undivided sixth interest. 

Though the rule has been repudiated in many of the States, it seems ° 
to be settled in North Carolina that, in actions for the possession of land, 
where a plaintiff proves his title to an undivided interest, he can have 
judgment for the whole if he has shown “on the trial that the same evi- 
dence of title or possession that established his own right demonstrated 
the fact that others than the defendant held as cotenants the other undi- 
vided interest and that the action inured to their benefit.” Allen v. Sal- 
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linger, 103 N. C., 18; Sedgwick & Wait, sec. 300. The rule is stated by 
Sedgwick & Wait as follows: “Each cotenant can pursue his remedies 
independent of the others and may maintain ejectment or trespass to 
try title alone, and in many States may recover the entire premises and 
estate from trespassers, strangers, wrong-doers and all persons other 
than his cotenants and those claiming under them. When his right 
is recognized he recovers for all. This principle has been expressly 
recognized in Oregon, Nebraska, Nevada, North Carolina, ete. 

But the rule has been repudiated 1 in Massachusetts, Penn- (552) 
sylvania and Missouri.” 

Where, in the old declaration in ejectment, the demise was laid from 
one of several tenants in common, the plaintiff could recover his term 
in the undivided share of that ere tenant (Godfrey v. Cartwright, 
15.N. C., 487; Holdfast v. Shepherd, 28 N. C., 361), and on the joint 
demise of two or more lessors, who are tenants in common with another 
or others, a recovery might be had to the extent of their combined inter- 
ests, unless there was joined with them in the demise a person not: 
shown to have such common interest with them. Bronson v. Paynter, 
20 N. C., 527; Hoyle v. Stowe, 18 N. C., 318. Where in such cases a 
general weraics of guilty was returned, aie plaintiff was entitled to 
judgment that he recover his term, as nee the writ of possession the 
lessor of the plaintiff proceeded at his peril. Holdfast v. Shepherd, 
supra. But, as was said by Daniel, J., in Godfrey v. Cartwright, supra, 
“the more correct way of proceeding is for the jury to find the defend- 
ant guilty of the trespass and ejectment in the undivided portion of the 
land described in the declaration to which the lessor proves title on the 
trial, and then the judgment shall be rendered accordingly,” viz., that 
the plaintiff be let into possession of or as to his undivided interest. In 
Lenoir v. South, 32 N.C., 237, Ruffin, C. J., in speaking of the propriety 
of returning specific findings as to boundaries or extent of interest, said: 
“The jury may indeed give a general verdict and it is usual to 6 sO, 
but when the precise interest of the lessor or lessors of the plain- 
tiff appears, it 1s generally proper and most for the convenience 208) 
that the verdict should be according to it.” 

But, when the fictitious action was abolished and that for possession 
was substituted for it, it became all-important if title was put in issue, 
as it generally was, that the plaintiff’s judgment should be limited to 
his actual baundary or to his specific interest, because it was no longer 
a contest between nominal but real parties, and the decree was conclusive 
both as to territorial limits and the nature of the seizin. Withrow v. 
Biggerstaff, 82 N. C., 82; Allen v. Sallinger, supra; Gilchrist v. Middle- 
ton, 107 N. C., 668. 
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In Gilchrist v. Middleton, supra, the Court said: “One tenant in com- 
mon of land may sue alone and recover the entire interest in the com- 
mon property against another claiming adversely to his cotenants as 
well as to himself, though he actually prove title to only an undivided 
interest. This he is allowed to do in order to protect the rights of his 
cotenants against trespassers and disseizors. But where it appears from 
the proof offered to show title, or is admitted, as in this case, that a 
defendant who has confessed ouster by denying plaintiff’s title is in 
reality a tenant in common with the latter, it is the duty of the court to 
instruct the jury, by a specific finding, to ascertain and determine the 
undivided interest of the plaintiff. This obviates the danger of conclud- 
ing the defendant by a general finding that the plaintiff is the owner.” 
It thus appears “how one tenant in common may sue a trespasser who 
is infringing upon the rights of himself and his cotenants and recover 
the entire land, or sue ‘his cotenant, who simply refuses to recognize his 
right in his answer, and recover such interest only as he may establish 
title for.” 

' The rule which we have been discussing is one peculiarly applicable 
to actions for the possession of land, being that which obtained in the 
trial of actions of ejectment modified so far as to accommodate it 

(554) to the new remedy substituted for the old fictitious suit. | 
“The exception to the general rule that all persons interested 

in and to be affected must be made parties on the one side or the other 
obtained in courts of equity, where they were very numerous or it was 
impracticable to bring them all before the court.” Story Eq. Pl., sec. 
122; Bronson v. Ins. Co., 85 N. C., 411. Section 185 of The Code re- 
affirms this principle and enlarges its operation by allowing one to sue 
for all others, both where the parties are very numerous and where they 
have common interests, in all actions without regard to their nature. 
Bronson v. Ins. Co., supra; Pom. Rem., sec. 391; Thames v. Jones, 97 
N. C., 121; Glenn v. Bank, 72 N. C., 626. But where one rests his right 
to sue alone in behalf of himself and others on the ground that the 
parties in interest are so numerous that it is impracticable to bring 
them before the court, he must so allege. Thomas v. Jones, supra; 
McMillan v. Reeves, 102 N. C., 550; Clark’s Code, p. 98. It is obvious, 
therefore, that one of several cotenants, when he brings an action against 
a trespasser on the common property and proves the title of the other 
tenants in establishing his own, may, under the common-law practice in 
ejectment applied to actions for the possession of land, recoyer the whole 
though he claim sole seizin in his complaint in himself, just as he can 
do under the procedure prescribed in The Code by alleging that the 
action is brought in behalf of himself and others having a common inter- 
est, though it has never been determined in this State how far, if at all, 
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in the action under the provisions of the statute, the cotenants, not 
- actual parties, would be concluded by the ey Thames v. Jones, 
supra; Pomeroy Rem., 391. The statutory remedy not being exclusive, 
the plaintiffs were at liberty after claiming sole seizin to insist upon 

recovering the whole, if they showed title in Roerene ies and cotenants 
' against a tort feasor in possession. 

If, therefore, the deed of Levinia Foster, seseniea in 1871, (555) 
Pe in contemplation of law it was possible that both Anna aa 
Pheba Goforth might still have issue, operated upon the death of the 
survivor of the two in 1887 to pass the one undivided sixth, that would 
then have vested in her, to the defendant as her grantee, then the defend-- 
ant is a tenant In common, and the court should have instructed the jury 
to find that the plaintiffs were the owners of one undivided sixth, and 
should have given judgment that they be let into possession according to 
their interests. Levinia Foster executed the deed in 1871 to a contingent 
interest which could vest in her only, in case both Anna and Pheba 
should die without issue, and she should survive them. 

2 Blackstone, 290, lays down the rule as follows: “Reversions and 
vested remainders may be granted, because the possession of the particu- 
lar tenant is the possession of him in reversion or remainder; but con- 
tingencies and mere possibilities, though they may be released or devised 
by will or may pass to the heir or executor, yet cannot (it hath been 
said) be assigned to a stranger, unless coupled with some interest.” 
The ancient policy, which prohibited the sale of a pretended title and 
adjudged the act to be an unlawful maintenance, it was well said by 
Chancellor Kent, has outlived the reason upon which it was founded in 
a state of society very different from that now existing in any part of the 
United States or the British Dominion. 2 Kent Com., 447. The limi- 
tation 1s similar to that discussed in Watson v. Smith, 110 N. C., 6, the 
only difference being that the persons who were to take the contingent 
interest, on failure of issue of J. W. B. Watson at his death, were in 
that case designated by name, whereas in our case the contingent interest 
was to vest in “the lawful heirs” of.the devisor, whoever they may be, 
upon the death of the survivor of the two daughters and failure 
of issue of both. In some of the States there are statutes ex- (556) 
pressly providing that such expectancies can be conveyed by deed, 
but in the absence of such legislation we would be led into a discussion 
of questions as to which there is some conflict of opinion, if our decision 
hinged upon the inquiry whether Levinia Foster had the power in 1871 
to convey or only to make an assignment of her interest for a valuable 
consideration, which, as a contract to convey, she would be compelled by 
a Court of Equity to perform specifically on the happening of the con- 
tingency, when her estate should vest, or whether she was prohibited 
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by public policy on account of the uncertainty of the persons who would 
fall under the description of lawful heirs, on failure of issue of Anna — 
and Pheba at the death of the survivor, from transferring her interest 
either in law or equity. Washburn Real Prop., pp. 737, 776, 777; 
McDonald v. McDonald, 58 N. C., 211; Mastin v. Marlow, 65 N. C., 
695; 20 A. & E., pp. 968, 969, notes; 1 A. & E., p. 880; Shep. Touch., 
238; 6 Cruise Dig., 27n. If the deed were upheld only as an equitable 
assignment, and the defendant wished to rest her defense upon the 
ground that it passed the equitable interest of Levinia Foster to her, 1t 
would be essential that she should set forth and plead pesnceny her 
equity. Geer v. Geer, 109 N. C., 679. 3 

But in order to obviate the necessity of discussing these intricate and 
interesting questions, this Court, in the exercise of its discretionary 
power, has ordered to be eertified a copy of the deed from Levinia 
Foster to Siddia Hackett, from which 1t appears that the grantor cove- 
nanted therein for herself and her heirs to forever warrant and defend 
the title to the land conveyed to the said Siddia Hackett against the 

claims of all persons whatsoever. The deed with warranty cer- 
(557) tainly took effect upon the death of Pheba, in 1887, so as to pass 

the title by way of estoppel to the defendant as the grantee of 
Levinia Foster to the one undivided sixth which then vested in her, as 
against Levinia Foster or her heirs, if she were then dead. It does not 
appear positively whether Levinia was living or dead when Pheba died 
in 1887, but the deed would estop her, or the warranty, her heirs. Bensck 
v. Bowman, 56 N. C., 314; Sedgwick & Wait, supra, sec. 850; Tiede- 
man Real Prop., sec. 727; 6 Lawson R. & R., sec. 2701. 

The defendant, being the owner of the undivided sixth interest that 
vested on the death of Pheba in Levinia Foster, or her children and 
heirs at law, was a tenant in common with the plaintiffs, and not a 
trespasser. The court below erred, therefore, in instructing the jury 
to find that the plaintiffs were the owners and entitled to the possession 
of five undivided sixths of the land lying northeast of the creek. The 
response to the issue should have been that plaintiffs were the owners 
of one undivided sixth, and judgment should have been rendered that 
they be let into possession with defendant according to their interest. 

For the error mentioned, a new trial must be granted. Whether the 
defendant can offer any testimony on the next trial that should be sub- 
mitted to the jury as penne to show an estoppel tn pats remains to 
be seen. 

New TRIAL. 


Cited: Moody v. Johnson, post, 811; Lenoir v. Mining Co., 113 N. C., 
519; Wright v. Brown, 116 N. C., 29; Taylor v. Smith, rb., 5384; Brown 
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vy. Dail, 117 N. C., 48; Blue v. Ritter, 118 N. C., 582; Winborne v. Lum- 
ber Co., 180 N. C., 33; Hooker v. Greenville, the 474: S. vo. Crook, 182 
i ae Or 1058; Boea. Caudle,:1383 N. C.,.5384; Allred ». Smith, 135 
N. C., 451; EK ornegay v. Miller, 137 N. C., 663; Walker v. Taylor, 144 
N. C., 178; Hobgood v. Hobgood, 169 N. O:, 490; Ford v. McBrayer, 
171 N. C., 425: James v. Hooker, 172 N. C., 783; Ravers. Austin, 174 
Nie G., 435 ; Bone v. Farrar, 180 N. C., 137, | 


a4 | beet, os (558) 
THOMAS MOORE y. N. H. BEAMAN et at. ad 


Rehearing on Appeal—Usury. 


1. Under Laws 1866, ch, 24, which is essentially the same as the present usury 
law (section 8886 of The Code), the taking, receiving, charging, ete, a 
greater rate of interest than the legal rate prescribed by the act is a for- 
feiture of the entire interest. 


2. A loan of money at a greater rate of interest than that allowed by the law 
(chapter ' 24, Laws 1866) is, usury being pleaded, simply a loan which, in 
law, bears no interest, and, payments being made, the law applies them to 
the only legal: indebtedness—the principal sum. 


3. Under Laws 1866, ch. 24, which declares that “no interest shall be recover- 
able at law or in equity’ when more than the legal rate has been’ con- 
tracted for, it is immaterial. whether the creditor seeks his relief by a 
proceeding which formerly would have been termed a suit in equity, or 

_.. ‘by an action at law, or whether the creditor be plaintiff or defendant. 


4. Where a point was fully argued, considered and passed on at a former hear 
ing, and no new authority has been cited and no, authority or material fact 
- overlooked, the point will not be considered, on a rehearing.” 


5. The fact that all the’ authorities cited. in the argument were not, noticed 
and discussed in the opinion handed down by the Court is no ground for 
a rehearing of the case. 


' AVERY, J., dissenting. 


‘Perron by plaintiff to rehear the case dedided at + September Term, 
1892, = this Court, 111 N. C., 328. 


C. B. Aeon: W. C. Munroe and T. C. Wooten for plaintift. 
— George M. Lindsay for defendants. 


Crark, J. This is a petition to rehear this case decided 141° 
N. C., 328. The statute provide (The Code, sec. 3836), “The. «(6 
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taking, receiving, reserving, or charging a rate of interest greater than is 
allowed by the preceding section, when knowingly done, shall be deemed 
a forfeiture of the entire interest which the note, or other evidence of 
debt, carries with it, or which has been agreed to be paid thereon.” This 
is clear, plain and explicit. There is no doubt of the meaning of the 
law-making power nor of its authority to make the enactment. Nor is 
it questioned that the plaintiff in this case did contract for a larger rate 
of interest than that allowed by statute. When, therefore, he comes into 
court to get the aid of the law he cannot (the defendant having pleaded 
the usury) get any more than the Jaw allows, 2. e., the principal with- 
out any interest. This has been recently decided. Gore v. Lewis, 109 
N. C., 539; Arrington v. Goodrich, 95 N, C., 462. 

It is entirely immaterial whether the plaintiff creditor has sought his 
relief by a proceeding which formerly would have been termed a suit 
in equity or an action at law. The distinction between these modes of 
procedure is expressly abolished by the Constitution, Art. IV, sec. 1. 
Besides, the plaintiff is seeking to enforce collection of his debt, that is 
the substance of it, and he cannot, by skillfully selecting one prayer for 
relief instead of another, avoid the penalty which the law imposes upon 
the transaction, which is the basis of his action. Furthermore, the act 
in force when this debt was contracted (1866, chapter 24) was passed 
while the distinction still existed between proceedings at law and in 
equity, and to forbid the plea now set up it is expressly provided that 
“no.interest shall be recoverable at law or in equity” when a greater 
rate than legal interest 1s contracted for. 

The petitioner contends.that Gore v. Lewis, supra, was decided 
(561) under the present usury act, chapter 91, Laws 1876-77 (now The 
Code, sec. 8836), while this debt was contracted under the law 
formerly in force, which was chapter 24, Laws 1866. This same point 
was made before—-it was fully argued and was considered and passed 
upon by the Court. No new authority is now cited, nor was any 
authority or material fact overlooked. Upon all the precedents the 
rehearing must be denied. Hudson v. Jordan, 110 N. C., 250. 

The gravamen of the petition seems to be that the Court did not 
notice in its opinion all the authorities cited on the argument. But that 
is not good ground for a rehearing. It 1s the custom of the Court to 
examine and consider all the precedents with which we are favored by 
counsel on the argument or in the printed briefs, and that was done in 
this case. But to notice, distinguish, criticize or show the inapplica- 
bility of each and every case relied on would often draw the opinions 
out to an unseemly Jength. We will, however, now notice the three 
cases which were used by plaintiff on the argument before and which, 
though considered by the Court, were not referred to by name in the 
opinion. 400 
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Bank ». Lutterloh, 84 N. C., 142, and Webb v. Bishop, 101 N. C., 99, 
were like this case in that the contract was made under the act of 1866 
and the action was brought after the act of 1876-77 (now in force). 
The Court reviewed in those cases the effect of Laws 1874-75 and 
1876-77, and clearly recognized that the penalty of forfeiture of interest 
denounced by the act of 1866 was still enforceable as to contracts made 
under its operation, but held that the right added by the act of 1876-77 
to recover back interest paid (which by the parties themselves had been 
applied as interest) could not apply to contracts made prior to its pas- 
sage. But here, there was no application by the parties of any 
payment to interest, nor is any interest sought to be recovered (562) 
back. The contract, by the act of 1866, is, usury being pleaded, 
simply a loan of money which in law bore no interest. When payments 
were made the law applied them to the only legal indebtedness—the 
principal sum; for the act of 1866 expressly provides that the usurer 
shall recover no interest whatever “at law or in equity.” This is the 
general rule. Kwnser v. Bank, 58 Iowa, 728; Cheapstead v. Frank, 71 
Ga., 549; 11 A. & EL, 411. 
| H ighes v. Boone, 102 N. C., 187, was like both the last cited cases, 
and the present one, in that the usurious contract was made under the 
act of 1866 and action was begun after the adoption of the present act. 
The plaintiff contended that he could recover twelve per cent interest by . 
the terms of the agreement, because the act of 1874-75 had repealed the 
act of 1866. The court below allowed six per cent interest. The plain- 
tiff alone appealed. The defendant not having appealed, the validity of 
the allowance of six per cent was not before the Court, and anything 
in the opinion which might seem to recognize its validity was, mere 
 obiter dictum, and is opposed to the decisions above cited. The point 
was not presented for adjudication and could not have been argued. 
But the Court did hold against the plaintiff’s contention, as we held in 
this case, that “the act of 1874-75 did not apply to contracts existing” 
at its adoption, and that the act of 1876-77 was “substituted” for it, 
and hence that the plaintiff could not recover twelve per cent interest 
which was forbidden by the act of 1866, which was in force when the 
debt was contracted. 

By the law of 1866, in force when this contract was made, no interest 
was recoverable in law or equity when a higher rate of interest than 
the law allowed was agreed upon. By all the authorities above cited, 
the act of 1866 has not been repealed by either the act of 1874-75. 
or the act of 1876-77 (now in force), as to contracts made during (563) 
its. operation. No payment has been made and applied to the 
interest. The creditor has come into court and asked for some remedy 
which would bring to him payment of his debt, and has obtained judg- 
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ment for the debt and a decree of foreclosure. The Court can only say 
to him that as to his debt the act of 1866 is still in force; that the law 
applies the payments (in the absence of application by the parties to 
the interest) to the only valid indebtedness, 2. ¢., the principal thereof, 
and that the Legislature having forbidden the recovery of any interest, 
the creditor can only have a remedy to the extent of the principal sum 
remaining unpaid after the application of the payments thereto. 

‘Jf the plaintiff thinks it hard that he should recover no interest at 
alll, he must remember that the law-making power of this State has 
always forbidden as high a rate of interest as he exacted and had placed 
on the statute book at the time he made this contract the enactment that 
if any one agreed to receive more than the legal interest on a loan he 
should “recover nq interest either in equity or at law.” He delibcrately 
violated this law. He took the risk. The courts have neither the power 
nor the disposition to abfogate a statute in order to relieve him from the 
consequences of his own act. As we said before, in grasping after ille- 
gitimate and forbidden gains, he has lost the legal interest which he 
could otherwise have recovered. 

There are some authorities.in our State to the effect that when the 
debtor brings the action and invokes the equitable jurisdiction of the 
court, as by an injunction to prevent a sale under a mortgage, the court | 
will only grant relief upon payment of the principal with legal interest. 
This is put upon the principle “who asks equity must do equity.” This 

Court is not now ealled on to intimate any opinion either way 
(564) upon those authorities, as the question is not before us for de- 
cision, since this action is brought by the creditor. Speaking, 
therefore, solely for myself, f do not see how the principle cited apples 
nor the authority of those decisions. At common law all interest was 
forbidden and its receipt was a punishable offense. 11 A. & E., 379. 
The common law in this was even more rigid than the Levitical law, 
which only forbade taking interest from Israelites. All interest with 
us is purely statutory, and no debt bears interest except when authorized 
by law. 11 A. & E., 380, and numerous cases cited. It is within the 
exclusive province of the law-making power to prescribe upon what con- 
ditions and at what rate interest can be allowed or contracted for, and. 
what shall be a forfeiture of the right to collect it. It can make no 
difference whether the debtor is plaintiff or defendant. Whenever there 
is a controversy in court between the debtor and creditor to adjust the 
amount of the indebtedness, and it is made to appear that there has been 
a violation of the terms upon the observance of which the creditor is 
entitled to the collection of any interest at all, the court has only the 
authority conferred by law. tt can only give judgment for the princi- 
pal without. interest. | : 
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Nor can it make any difference that the proceeding is one which would 
formerly have been upon the equity side of the docket. The grant of 
an equitable remedy by injunction and the like is not a matter of dis- 
cretion or favor, but as much a matter of right as any strictly legal 
remedy. Hence the principle invoked, “he who asks equity must do 
equity,” has no application to a case like this where the right is con- 
ferred by statute, that the debtor shall be compelled to pay no interest 
when usury has been contracted for. With the policy of the law we have 
nothing to do. That rests with the people acting through their repre- 
sentatives in the law-making | department of the government. 

That the act may work a hardship in any case gives the courts (565) 
no authority to disregard the statute or explain it away. The 
judges cannot be wiser than the law. When, as here, the Legislature has 
constitutional authority to make the statute, and its meaning is plain, 
with no limitation making it apply only when the action is brought by 
the creditor, the courts have not, in my opinion, the pone to so re- 
strict 1t. 

Under the usury act in force up to 1866 whenever usury was reserved 
the entire contract was void, and neither principal nor interest could 
be recovered. Hhringhaus v. Ford, 25 N. C., 522. In Ballinger v. Ed- 
wards, 39 N. C., 449, this was construed to apply only on the law side 
of the docket, and when the debtor had to seek the aid of a Court of . 
Equity he was compelled to pay the principal with legal interest. The 
act of 1866, while reducing the penalty to the loss of interest, seems 
to have expressly intended to change the doctrine laid down in Bal- 
linger v. Edwards, by providing that no interest on usury contracts shall 
be recovered either “at law or in equity.” The subsequent decisions: 
seem to have been inadvertent to the change. The present statute is 
equally broad, 1t not being restricted from applying to “cases formerly 
cognizable in equity.” Similar statutory enactments for the same pur- 
pose have been passed by New York, New Jersey and other States. 
Tyler on Usury, 435. In Bank v. Knox, 21 N. C., 50, Gaston, J., says: 
“An usurious contract is regarded by the-settled law of every court as 
an oppression, practiced or attempted by the lender: upon the borrower. 
A Court of Equity cannot, therefore, be invoked to aid such a contract 
in whole or in part, or to redress the oppressor, because the meditated ~ 
injury has, by the artifice of the intended victim, been made to recoil 
upon himself. Oppression cannot demand help even against fraud. 
The court is not at liberty to array its imagined wisdom against the 
legislative will, or to defeat public pohey by a recourse to’ the 
code of honor or morality.” : (566) 
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In the present case, however, there is no fraud charged against the 
defendant. The kecaion ene brought an action to enforee an usuri- 
ous contract, is entitled to judgment for the principal subject to pay- 
ments. made ‘and without any interest. 

PETITION DISMISSED. 


Avzry, J., dissents. 


Cited: Ward v. Sugg, 118 N. C., 492; Atkins v. Crumpler, 118 N, C., 
541; Smith v. Loan Assn., 119 N. C., 255; Churchill v. Turnage, 122 
N. G., 430, 482, 483; Lrwin v. Morris, 187 N. C., 50; Owens v. Wright, 
161 N. C., 142; Whisnant v. Proce, 175 N. C., 614. 


THE COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION OF DUPLIN COUNTY anp J. R. 
— WELLS, Treasurer, v. JAMES G. KENAN, SHERIFF oF DUPLIN COUNTY. 


Controversy Without Action—School Taxes, to Whom Payable— 
Constitutionality of Statute, Who May Not Attack. 


1. Where a controversy without action is submitted for the sole purpose -of 
obtaining the opinion of the court upon a question, the effect of which 
might be to derange for a time the administration of the public-school sys- 
tem, this Court will decline to entertain the controversy. 


2, The school tax raised in a county under chapter 517, Laws 1891 (amending 
section 2589 of The Code), is payable to the board of education of said 
county, and the sheriff who has collected it cannot defeat a recovery 
thereof by such board of education by attacking the constitutionality of 
the statute and alleging that the fund is payable to some one else, when 
the fund is claimed only by such board of education. 


38. It is not the province or right of a subordinate officer of the State govern- 
ment to. assume an act of the General Assembly to be unconstitutional and 
to refuse to act under it, except only, if at all, in cases of plain and 
palpable violation of the Constitution, or where irreparable harm will fol- 
low the action. 


(567) Conrroversy submitted without action, heard before Con-. 
nor, J., at Spring Term, 1893, of Dupin. 


Allen & Portch, Busbee & Busbee and Aycock & Dameels ie plarnteff. 
Battle & Mordecai and A. D. Ward for defendant. 
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-MacRaz, J. This controversy without action, between certain (568). 
officers of the county of Duplin, is raised for the purpose of in- 
voking the exercise of what is called in Hoke v. Henderson, 15 N. C., 1, 
“The gravest duty of a judge,” a decision upon the constitutionality of 
an act of the General Assembly. _ 

- It is well understood that this duty which sometimes devolves upon 


. . the courts, not by reason of any superiority in the judicial to the legis- 


lative department of the State, but of necessity, when the powers‘of the 
people in their Constitution and those reposed in their Legislattire are 
brought in conflict, is to be exercised only as the last resort: and when 
forced upon the court. 

- The board of education claims the fund in the sheriff’s hands arising 
from the collection of school tax; there is no other claimant of this 
fund; the law, section 2563 of The Code, expressly requires the sheriff 
to pay it over to the board of education of the county, under heavy 
penalties for.a failure so to do. These are the words of the statute: 

“And on failure so to do (the sheriff) shall be guilty of a misde- 
meanor, and fined not less than $200 and be liable to an action on his 
official bond for his default in such sum as will fully cover such default, 
said action to be brought to the next ensuing term of the Superior Court, 
and upon the relation of the county board of education for and in behalf 
of the State.” 

It will be seen that the mode of procedure in case of failure of the 
sheriff to pay over the fund as required is prescribed in the statute. 

- The sheriff, however, at the suggestion of the county commissioners, 
doubts the constitutionality of the act aforesaid, and is advised that 
“the State School Fund” should be paid to the public treasurer, and, 
therefore, refuses to pay it according to the direction of the act. 3 

If the public treasurer were demanding payment of the sheriff (569) 
it might be that the advice of the court could be required and | 
the question presented in such manner that the court would feel bound 
to advise the sheriff, in a proper proceeding, all parties interested being 
before it, as to the disposition of the fund. 

But in this case, where there is no controversy between sinbaanis of 
money in the sherift’s hands, and the proceeding 1s instituted, as it evi- 
dently is, for the sole purpose of obtaining the opinion of the Court upon 
a most important question, the effect of which opinion, if given in favor 
of the contention of the sheriff, might be to disorder for the time being 
the whole administration of the common school system of the eiate, we 
cannot hesitate to decline to entertain the controversy. | 

We may refer to what was recently said by the Court in the case of 
Gilmer v. Holton, 98 N. C., 26, where the clerk of the Superior Court 
refused to administer the oath of office to a justice of the peace appointed 
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by the Governor under the act of Assembly, because in the opinion of 
the clerk the act was unconstitutional: “It is a proper occasion for us 
to remark that if every subordinate officer in the machinery of the State 
government is to assume an act of the Legislature to be in violation of 
the Constitution and refuse to act under it, it might greatly obstruct its 
operation and lead to most mischievous consequences. This 1s only per- 
missible, if at all, in cases of plain and palpable violation of the Con- 
stitution, or where irreparable harm will follow the action.” 

AFFIRMED, 7 


Cited: Wilson v. Jordan, 124 N. C., 709; Greene -v. Owen, 125 N. C., 
915;.Campbell v. Cronly, 150 N. C., 472; Kistler vo. BR, i, 164 N. 0. 
366 5 oe 6, L700 N.C, 667, 


(570) 


C. M. VARNER, Appr. or W. 8S. STEEL anv J. H. STEEL, Deorasen, 
v. N, JOHNSTON, Apmr., ETO., of SARAH JAMISON, DECEASED. 


SU of—Restoration of Desir oyed Will— 
Statute of Iamitations—RKeference. 


1. Where a testatrix provided for the sale of a slave and the distribution of 
proceeds among her grandchildren when the youngest should arrive ata 
certain age, the fact that such grandchild died before attaining the desig- 
nated age does not change the time at which the sale and distribution 
should be made. _ 


2. Where a will provided that at a certain time a slave “shall be put to public 
sale and the proceeds equally divided between my surviving grandchil- 
dren, and in case any of my grandchildren shall die and leave children, 
their children shall receive the portion which would have been coming to 
them, provided they had lived until the distribution’: Held, that the 
intention of the testatrix was that the fund should be divided among her. 
grandchildren living at the time of the sale, and the children of such as 
were dead leaving children. | 


3. Where a will has been admitted to probate, a party mains property dis-. 
posed of by it to another cannot, in an action to recover the same, be 
permitted to attack the will on the ground of the lack of testamentary 
capacity of the testatrix, and evidence offered for that purpose is properly 
excluded, under section 2150 of The Code. 


4, Where one claims personal property as the distributee of an ancestor, an 
action to recover the same can be maintained ay by the Scans UratOy or 
executor of. the deceased. , 


5. The limitation of five years, prescribed in det 67 of The Code, as the 
time. in which burnt records may be restored after destruction, as pro- 
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vided in section 59 of The Code, applies to a proceeding begun in 1886 to 
restore the record of a will destroyed in 1875, notwithstanding the act of 
1898, ch. 295, which amends section 67 by abolishing the limitation. 


6. The statutory method of establishing the contents of a lost or destroyed 
record, as prescribed in section 55 et seg. of The Code, does not have the 
effect to exclude parol] evidence to prove such contents; therefore, where, 
in an action to recover property alleged to have been disposed of by such 
will, a referee found that the will had been duly probated and the record 

. of it destroyed, and that no copies were extant, but refused to admit tes- 
timony. as to its contents,.the court below- should, on the exception of the 
one offering such evidence, have remanded the case to the referee for his 
findings as to the contents. 


7. W. S., in whom a legacy had vested, died without issue or next of kin, 

except his father, J. S., who died subsequently ; V. was appointed admin- 

_ istrator of both, and in both capacities sued to recover the legacy: Held, 

that it is immaterial whether judgment was rendered in favor of V. as | 

administrator of the father or the son, as, in either case, he is bound by 
the judgment. 


8, Where there are conflicting Claimants of a fund in the hands of an admin-. 
istrator, and he resists the recovery by one of the claimants for whom 
judgment is finally given in an action to recover the fund, costs should not 
be awarded against the administrator personally, but should be paid out 
of the fund, unless the court should adjudge that there has been misman- 
agement or bad faith in his defense to the action. 


Action by C. M. Varner, administrator of W. 8. Steel and (571) 
also of J. H. Steel, deceased, against N. Johnston, administrator 
of Sarah Jamison, to recover the intestate’s share of the proceeds of the 
sale of a slave sold under the provisions of the will of defendant’s testa- 
trix for distribution-among her grandchildren. Isabella Gallamore also 
claimed the fund, and was made a party plaintiff on her motion. The 
cause was referred to J. C. Gibson, Esq., whose report was excepted to 
by plaintiff Gallamore and by the defendants, but was in all other re- 
spects confirmed by his Honor, McIver, J., at Spring Term, 1892, of 
Caparrus, and from the judgment overruling the exceptions and con- 
firming the report, the plaintiff, Isabella Gallamore, and the defendant 
Johnston, administrator, ete., appealed. The facts are > sufficiently stated 
in the opinion of Associate 7 ustice Burwell, 


Craige & Clement for plaintiffs. 
Paul B. Means for defendants. 


: Burwett, J. Sarah Jamison died in Cabarrus County in 1855. 
She named no executor of her will, which was admitted to pro- 
bate in “common form” in October of that year. W. W. Rankin (572) 
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was duly appointed administrator cum testamento annexo of her estate, 
and died without having fully administered his trust. J. C. Cannon was 
then appointed administrator de bonis non, c. t. a., and in 1864, as such 
administrator, he sold a slave called Green, on credit, and ier 1865 
_he collected on account of said sale the net sum of $7 25. 94, the proceeds 
of the sale of the slave. One-half of this fund was paid over to Jacob 
Blackwelder, who had married Elizabeth, a granddaughter of Sarah 
Jamison. The other half of this fund came into the hands of the de- 
fendant, N. Johnston, in September, 1879, who had been appointed to 
succeed J. ©. Cannon in the administration of the estate of Sarah | 
Jamison. He has, it seems in his hands no money or other assets be- 
- longing to that estate, except what is the subject of controversy in this 
action. He admits that he received this fund from his predecessors in 
the administration of the estate of Sarah Jamison as the proceeds of the © 
sale of a slave alleged to belong to her and bequeathed by her in her will. 

The plaintiff, C. M. Varner, administrator, insists that the facts here- 
tofore stated are true, and contends that under the provisions of the 
will of Sarah Jamison the fund in the hands of the defendant adminis- 
trator should be paid to him. He is the administrator of the estate of 
W.S. Steel, who died 23 December, 1863, intestate and unmarried, and 
of James H. Steel, the father of W. S. Steel, who died in 1866. W. S. 
Steel was a son of Sarah Gallamore, one of the granddaughters of Sarah 
Jamison, and his mother died 30 January, 1836. | 

We are brought, therefore, to the consideration of the will of Sarah 
Jamison, which, so far as concerns this controversy, is as follows: “My 

negro boy, Green, is to remain with my daughter, Isabella Galla- 
( 573) more, until my youngest granddaughter, Frances Lydia Galla- 

more, arrives to eighteen years of age, when he is to be valued, 
and one of my grandchildren take him at the valuation and pay over to 
the other surviving grandchildren their distributive share, and, if none 
of them will take him at the valuation, then he shall be put to public 
sale, and the proceeds equally divided between my surviving grand- 
children. In case any of my grandchildren shall die and leave living 
children, their children shall receive the portion which would have been 
coming to them, provided they had lived until the distribution had taken 
place.” 

Frances Lydia, the granddaughter named in this will, was born 6 
November, 1845, and died 25 January, 1863, lacking nine months and 
twelve days of being eighteen years of age. 

We think that the fact that she died before reaching the age of 
eighteen years could not have the effect of changing the period for which 
the slave was “to remain with” the daughter of the testatrix, or the 
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time when he was to be sold and the proceeds distributed according to 
the provisions of the will.. That was to be done when Frances would 
have arrived at the age of eighteen—6 November, 1863. 

We think it very clear that the testatrix intended that the fund to 
arise from the sale of the slave, at the time designated by her, should 
be divided among her grandchildren then living and the children of any 
that had died and left children. The language used seeins plainly to 
express this intention, and is susceptible of no other interpretation. | 

It is found as a fact that at this date for the sale and distribution 
(6 November, 1863) all the grandchildren were dead except Elizabeth 
who had married Jacob Blackwelder, and none of the deceased had left 
children, except Sarah Steel, the mother of plaintiffs intestate, William 
S. Steel, he being her only child. . 

_ This legacy, the proceeds of the sale of this slave, then iecame (87 4) 
sented in these two persons, Mrs. Elizabeth Blackwelder, and 
Wilham §. Steel, each being entitled to one-half thereof. 

Tt is conceded that .Mrs.. Blackwelder’s share was paid to her repre- 
sentatives, and no claim is made for that by any one. 

It follows, therefore, from the facts stated heretofore and the construc- 
tion put upon the will of Sarah Jamison, that the administrator of Wil- 
liam 8. Steel is entitled to recover his share of this vested legacy, which 
is in the hands of the defendant administrator, unless there is some other 
claimant to the fund whose rights are superior to his, and who 1s assert- 
ing them against the defendant. 

A claimant therefor appears in the person of Isabella Gallamore, the 
only child of Sarah Jamison, and a granddaughter of one Joseph 
Rogers, who died about the year 1829. She has been allowed to. 
make herself a party plaintiff to this action, and building up her claim 
_to this fund upon an alleged title to the lige (Green), she elects to 
follow this fund. 

As we learn from an examination of the voluminous record, she asserts 
three distinct rights to the slave and to this fund which she insists 
stands in his stead as to her: 

First. She alleged and offered to prove that Sarah Jamison died intes- 
tate; that at the time she executed the scrip, which had been admitted 
to probate as her will, her mother was “mentally incompetent” to make 
a will, and she says that as she is the sole next of kin of her mother the 
fund should be paid to her. : 

This claim falls to the ground unless two facts coexist, viz., (575) 
the intestacy of her mother and her ownership of the slave. 

The referee properly excluded all evidence which she offered for the 
purpose of showing that the scrip, which had been probated as her — 
mother’s will, was not a valid will. The Code, secs. 2150, 2158. Hence 
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the intestacy of Sarah Jamison was not established, and this first asser- 
tion of right fails, though the plaintiff Varner admits the second fact, 
to wit, the ownership by Mrs. Jamison of the slave. Hampton v. Har- 
din, 88 N. C., 592; London v. R. R., ib., 584. oo 

Second. She claims the fund as the sole next of kin of her father, 
Samuel Jamison, who died in 1830. She says, in support of this’second 
assertion of right, that the testimony shows that the mother of this slave 
belonged, jure maritz; to her father, and that by law the offspring of that 
slave (the slave Green) beeame at his birth oe: a part of her father’s 
estate. 

It seems sufficient to say in regard to this assertion of right that only 
the personal representative of Samucl Jamison can make it. If this 
fund, which is in all respects and as to all parties personal property, 
belongs to the estate of Samuel Jat amison, only his administrator or his 
executor can recover it. 

Third. She asserts a right to this fund as legatee of her maternal 
grandfather, under the terms of whose will, as she alleges, the slave 
(Green) became the property of Sarah Jamison for life only, and upon 
the death of her mother belonged to her absolutely. 

In order to establish this claim the plaintiff, Isabella Gallamore, was 
required to show the will of Joseph Rogers. This she attempted to do 
under The Code, sec. 59, for restoring burnt records, by a proceeding 
instituted before the clerk of the Superior Court, as therein provided. 

Section 67 contains a provision that “no petition to declare the 
(576) contents of a deed or will shall be filed but within five years next 

after the loss or destruction thereof.” The alleged destruction 
took place in 1875, while the proceeding to restore it was begun in 1886, 
and, of course, the proceeding was barred by the prescribed limitation . 
of five years. The referee so ruled, and his Honor sustained the report . 
in that as in other respects. In that we think there was no error. 
~ An act of the General Assembly of 1893 has been brought to our at- — 
tention by the counsel for the appellant, by which this section of The 
Code (67) is amended and this limitation is abolished. This can have 
no application as to the matter before us. As the law was when the case ~ 
was heard in the Superior Court, the proceeding was barred. 
This proceeding was not, however, the only course open to the plain- 
tiff, Isabella Gallamore, in her efforts to prove the contents of the will 
of Joseph Rogers. In Mobley v. Watts, 98 N. C., 284, it was. decided 
that parol evidence is admissible to prove the contents of lost or de- 
stroyed records, and that the provision for a statutory method of restor- 
ing such records (The Code, sec. 55 et seg.) does not have the effect to 
exclude such proof. On the hearing before the referee it was proved by 
the production of the proper record that the will had been duly probated, 
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and it was also proved that it had been destroyed and that there were no 
copies of it. The referee found these facts, but failed to find what were 
the contents of that will. Evidence on that subject seems to have been 
submitted to him, and, upon the appellant’s exception and motion, his 
Honor should have remanded the cause to him to find what were the 
contents of that will, for until they were ascertained no proper adjudi- 
cation of the rights of the appellant, who claims under that will, can be 
made. (If the scrip had not been duly probated, or probated and re- 
corded at all, its contents could not have been shown in this way. ) 

The referee should also find all such facts as may be proved (577) 
before him in regard to the slaves disposed of by that will, if — 7 
any, so that he may draw from the facts he finds the eonchision of law 
that the slave, Green, did or did not belong to the appellant upon the 
death of her mother, in 1855, as she alleges he did. 

The claim of the appellant to the fund as legatee ies the will of 
Joseph Rogers cannot be passed upon until these facts are found, and 
the cause is remanded in order that that may be done. 
It should also be ascertained whether or not the plaintiff elected to 

take the legacies bequeathed to her by the will of Sarah Jamison, for 
it may be that by so doing she has deprived herself of the right now to 
assert that the testatrix did not own the slave, Green, and have power 
to dispose of him, as she assumed to do by her will. Bigelow on Estop- — 
pel, (5 Ed.), 675; Story Eq. Jur., sec. 1084; Sigmon v. Hawn, 87 N. CO. 
450. 

We see no force in the exception to the judgments having been ested 

to the plaintiff Varner as administrator of James H. Steel, the father, 
instead of William S. Steel, the child. In both capacities he is a party 
to the judgment and bound thereby. 
_ Costs should not be awarded against the defendant iil aeoatey per- 
sonally, but should be paid out of the fund, unless the court shall adjudge 
that there has been mismanagement or bad faith in his defense of the 
action. The Code, sec. 585. This must be found in order to support a 
judgment against him personally for costs. S. v. Roberts, 106 N.'C., 
662. | 

The cause is remanded. The costs of this appeal will be paid out of 
the fund in the hands of the administrator. _ 7 

REVERSED. . | REMANDED. 


Cited: Rollins v. Wicker, 154 N. C., 561; Powell’ v. Witkin 172 


N. C., 247; Starnes v. Thompson, 178 N. C., 479: puneyy Co. v. Brock, 
176 N. C., 508: Edwards v. White, 180 N. G., 58, | | 
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(B78) : | 
J. i. McMILLAN et au. vy. D. C. BAXLEY anpd WIFE. 


Mortgage Sale—bona Fide Purchaser—Burden of Proof—Hvidence— 
Instructions. 


1. In an action to recover land, brought by one who purchased at a mortgage 
sale, and who, the defendant claimed, was a partner of the mortgagee and 
knew that the whole amount was not due, as claimed by the mortgagee, a 
reference to state an account would not be proper until the issues as to 
the partnership, bona fides of the purchaser and his knowledge of the 
state of account between mortgagee and mortgagor could be determined. 


2. Misjoinder of parties must be taken advantage of by demurrer, and not by 
motion to strike out a party. 


o. The misjoinder of unnecessary parties is mere surplusage, under The Code, 
and not a fatal objection. 


4, Itis within the diseretion of the presiding judge, under The Code, sec. 274, 
to permit a plaintiff to file a reply, though by reason of laches he may not 
be entitled to do so. 


. Where, in an action by a purchaser at a mortgage sale to recover the land 
from the mortgagor (the mortgagee being joined as party plaintiff), the 
judge presiding at the trial charged the jury that the burden was on the 
plaintiff to prove everything fair and honest and no advantage taken of 
defendants, it was not error to refuse to charge the jury that the burden 

_ of proof was on the plaintiff to show that he was not the partner or agent 
of the mortgagee when he bought the land. . 


ae 


6. Where the prayer for an instruction was, ‘That before a power of sale con- - 
ferred in a mortgage can have any force it must be shown to the satisfac- 
tion of the jury” that the sale was regular and fairly conducted, it was 
not error for the presiding judge to substitute the words, “by a preponder- 
ance of testimony,” for the words, ‘to the satisfaction of the jury.” 


7. A request to charge the jury is properly refused where there is nothing in 
the pleadings or evidence upon which to base it. : 


8. Where a prayer for an instruction does not appear in the record, an excep- 
tion to the refusal of the judge to give it will not be considered in this 
Court. 


9. An instruction which assumed, as proved, certain facts upon which the testi- 
mony was conflicting, was properly refused. 


10. The rule requiring the production of a writing itself, as the best evidence, 
does not apply to notices of sale under a power in a mortgage, and hence 
parol evidence of the posting of such notices is admissible in an action to 
recover possession of land sold in pursuance thereof. 


11. It is the province of the judge presiding at a trial, and not of the jury, to 
pass upon the sufficiency of a certificate of probate of a mortgage deed. 
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12, Where, in an action by the purchaser at a mortgage sale to recover the 

land from the mortgagor, the mortgagee was joined as plaintiff, and no 
demurrer was filed, on the ground that the two causes of action were 
improperly joined, the defendant cannot complain of the inconsistency of 
two findings of the jury by which they found in answer to one issue that 
the purchaser was the owner of the land, and in answer fo another that | 
the mortgagee was owner; for the only result of the error in submitting 
the issue as to the ownership of the mortgagee, and an affirmative response 
thereto, would be a judgment in favor of the puronaset non obstante the 
finding in favor of the mortgagee. - 


Action tried before Graves, J and a jury, at Fall Term, 1890, (579) 
of Rosson. | 


William Black for defendants. | (582) 
No counsel contra. | 


MacRas, J. As far as the case and the record show, there was no 
motion for reference to state an account between mortgagors and mort- 
gagee as demanded in the answer. Indeed, as this was an action brought 
by the alleged purchaser of the land under mortgage sale, and until the 
issues were determined whether the plaintiff, Paisley McMillan, were 
a partner or agent of the mortgagee, J. L. McMillan, or a bona fide pur- 
chaser for value and without notice, it would not have. been 
proper to have ordered an account. If the jury had found that (583) 
Paisley McMillan was the agent of the mortgagee in making the 
sale, or was a partner and interested in the mortgage, or was the mana- 
ger and clerk of the mortgagee and had notice of the state of the account 
between mortgagors and mortgagee, and that defendants did not owe 
the amount claimed as the mortgage debt, the sale would have been set 
aside, and if the two causes of action could be joined, the mortgagee | 
being a party to this action, an account might have been ordered. 

On the trial the defendants moved to strike out the name of J. L. Mc- 
Millan as party plaintiff, and excepted to the denial of their motion. 
Misjoinder of parties is to be taken advantage of by demurrer. The 
misjoinder of unnecessary parties is mere surplusage under The Code, 
and not a fatal objection, Clark’s Code, sec. 239, and cases there cited. 

The defendants moved to strike out the reply, aid this motion being 
denied, they excepted. According to the record the reply was filed 
within two days after the answer and apparently at the same term of 
the court. No reason is given us for striking it out. If the plaintiffs 
were not entitled to file it on account of laches it was in the discretion 
of the presiding judge to permit it to be done. The Code, sec. 274; 
Mallard v. Patterson, 108 N. C., 255. | | . 
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The defendants except for errors in refusing instructions asked by | 
defendants. It is stated in the case that the first instruction was given 
as asked, except that the words “at once” were omitted. On reference 
to the first prayer we find no such words as “at once,” and defend- 
ants’ counsel has not pointed out to us the error, if any there were. 

The fourth prayer was refused. This was in effect that the burden 
was on the plaintiffs to prove that Paisley McMillan, the purchaser, | 
was neither the partner nor agent of the mortgagee when he bought the 

land at the mortgage sale. In the preceding instructions the pre- 
(584) siding judge- had fully charged the jury that the burden was 

entirely upon the plaintiffs to prove everything fair and honest, 
and no advantage taken of defendants; that the law presumed fraud ad 
looked upon the power of sale with suspicion: this was going as far as 
the defendants could require, and we can see no view of the case which 
cast the burden upon plaintiff Paisley to prove that he was not the © 
partner or agent of the mortgagee. 

The fifth prayer for instruction was, “It being proved and admitted 
that Paisley McMillan was the clerk and bookkeeper and manager of 
J. L. McMillan’s business, the burden is on plaintiffs to show by a pre- 
ponderance of the testimony that everything connected with the sale 
was fair and regular.” His Honor had submitted it to the jury to de- 
termine whether the plaintiff Paisley was the agent of the mortgagee. 
He had instructed them that “Even if J. L. McMillan and Paisley Mc- 
Millan were partners, or if Paisley was his bookkeeper, clerk, and agent 
in other matters, he would still have the right to purchase at the sale. 
If Paisley bought the land without any agreement to turn it over to 
his brother, and paid $150, he is the bona fide purchaser for value. If 
Paisley knew of defendant’s claims, he bought subject to defendant’s — 
equity, if he had any. One partner is the agent of the other within the 
scope of the business of the partnership, and not beyond. One partner 
may act as agent for the other, but he may also act for himself, and the 
fact that Paisley was clerk in the store and managing the mercantile 
business of J. L. McMillan is not in any way inconsistent with his right 
to buy the land for himself.” The fifth instruction was refused in the 
form asked for by defendants, but the jury in the general instructions 

were told that in the dealings between the mortgagee and mort- 
( 585) gagor the law required the mortgagee to show that the dealings 
with the mortgagor in respect to the mortgage were fair. 

If the plaintiff Paisley had brought his action alone he would have 
been governed by the ordinary rule that he should make out. his case, 
as any plaintiff suing for the recovery of land, and all matters of defense 
should be offered by the defendants; but by reason of his joining the 
martgagee, J. L. McMillan, as coplaintiff, his Honor placed the burden 
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upon the plaintiffs, as in an action for the foreclosure of a mortgage, 
to show that all was fair and regular; and this mortgage having in it 
- the power of sale, his Honor followed the authorities in instructing the 
jury that the law looked upon the sale with suspicion; he even told the 
jury that fraud was presumed and cast the burden upon the plaintiffs 
of proving that no advantage was taken of the mortgagors. We think 
that he went as far as the defendants could have required, and that there 
is no principle which would cast the burden upon plaintiff Paisley: to 
prove that he was not acting as agent of the mortgagor in the sale under 
the mortgage. This was a matter of defense open to the defendants. 

The sixth prayer was, “That before a power of sale conferred in a 
mortgage can have any force it must be shown to the satisfaction of the 
jury that due advertisement, and everything necessary or required to 
be done to make the sale fair, was done.” His Honor substituted the 
words “by a preponderance of evidence” for the words in italics. The 
phrase, “to the satisfaction of the jury,” 1s considered to bear a stronger 
intensity of proof than that of “by a preponderance of evidence.” But 
we know of no rule of evidence which would require of the plaintiffs 
a stronger degree of proof than 1s ordinarily required of the plaintiff in 
a civil action. The same principle does not apply as is stated in 
Lily v. Karly, 94 N. C., 1; Kornegay v. Everett, 99 N. C., 30; (586) 
Loftin v. Loftin, 96 N. C., 94, and the cases therein cited, that 
to correct a mistake in a deed the proof must be full and clear, and not 
merely preponderate. | 

The seventh and tenth prayers were predicated upon a charge of sur- 
prise or undue influence in procuring the execution of the bond and 
mortgage by defendants. This charge is not found in the answer nor 
warranted by the evidence. | 

The eighth prayer does not appear in the case. If there were error, 
it was the duty of defendants to point it out, and if necessary they might 
have applied for a writ of certiorari. Not having done so, we may 
assume that the exception was abandoned. From the hurried manner 
in which the transcript seems to have been written we think it more than 
probable it was omitted by the copyist. 

The ninth prayer was properly denied, as it assumed, as proved, cer- 
tain facts upon which the testimony was conflicting. 

The defendants further except “for error.in refusing to allow amend- 
ment of answer to conform to facts proved,” and we may comprehend 
in this exception the refusal to submit the issue as to surprise and 
undue influence. As we have said, there was no evidence to warrant it. 

The plaintiff, Paisley McMillan, was permitted to testify to the post- 
ing of notices of sale; defendants objected and excepted, because the 
- notices were in writing and ought to be produced. The rule requiring 
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the production of the writing itself as the best evidence does not extend 
to mere notices or to matters collateral. 1 Greenleaf Ev., 561; Jones v. 
Call, 98 N..C., 170; 3. v. Credle, 91 N. ©., 640. 

Defendants except “for expression of opinion in regard to issue as to 
proper probate.” When plaintiffs offered in evidence the mortgage 
from defendants to J. L. McMillan and defendants objected to “proof 
| of execution,” they also offered an issue, “Was the mortgage | 
(587) properly probated and acknowledged ?” His Honor, upon the 

objection to the reception in evidence of the mortgage, properly 
held that the probate was substantially in accord with the requirements 
of the statute, and we concur with him, upon examination of the certifi- 
eate. This disposes of the point. It was not a question for the jury; 
it was the province of the judge to pass upon the sufficiency of the pro- 
bate before the deed was permitted to be left to the jury. The act of 
1796, The Code, sec. 413, has no application here. | 

His Honor instructed the j jury to inquire as to whether the mortgage 
of 1885 was paid when the mortgage of 1 January, 1886, was given. 
The defendants excepted upon the ground that it was admitted that 
the new mortgage was given for the old one. The evident construction | 
of the charge upon this point was that they should inquire whether the 
former mortgage, was paid or satisfied by the latter, and as this was 
admitted no harm could have come to defendants from the instruction. 

Defendants further excepted “for error in permitting the jury to pass 
on the question of agency, it being admitted that Paisley McMillan was | 
clerk and managing the business for J. L. McMillan.” The issue was 
submitted at the instance of defendants in their fourth issue tendered. 
His Honor carefully instructed the jury on the point made. He dis- 
criminated between such agency as might arise from the fact that 
‘Paisley was the clerk or manager or partner of J. L. McMillan in other 
matters, and an agency to conduct the sale. | 
\ The last exception is “for inconsistent findings of the jury.” This 
is directed to their responses to the issues wherein they find that Paisley 
MeMillan is the owner and entitled to the possession of the land, and 

that J. L. McMillan is the legal owner and entitled to the pos- 
(588) session of the same land. There is certainly an inconsistency in 

these findings, but is it such as the defendants can complain of ? 
The action was brought for the recovery of the land by Paisley Mc- 
Millan as the purchaser at the sale under the mortgage, and the pleader 
must have joined J. L. McMillan as a plaintiff and presented the issue 
as to his ownership in order, if it should be held that Paisley was not 
a purchaser for value, and the relation of mortgagor and mortgagee still 
subsisted, that J. L. McMillan might recover possession as mortgagor. 
Wittkhowsky v. Watkins, 84 N. C., 456. There was no demurrer on the 
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ground that two causes of action had been improperly united, and, 
therefore, the objection, if valid, was waived. Finley v. Hayes, 81 N. C., 
368; McMillan v. Hdwards, 15 N. C., 81. The jury having found the 
issues presented i in favor of plaintiffs, ‘the only result of an error in sub- 
mitting an issue as to the ownership of J. L. McMillan and the affirma- 
tive response thereto would be a judgment in favor of Paisley MeMillan 
non obstante the finding in favor of J. L. McMillan. As. neither of 
the plaintiffs objected to the form of the judgment in favor of both, it 
Is not incumbent upon us to reform it. 

We see nothing in the objection to the issues tendered by. plainties; 

After a careful consideration of the numerous exceptions earnestly 
pressed by defendants’ sounse! Wwe see no error of which defendants can 
complain. | 

No ERROR. 


Cited: Hocutt v. RB. R., 124 N. O,, 216; osope: Vv. Benross Co., 165 
N. C., 589; Petree v. Savage, 171 N. 0. 439. 


| ey 
A. J. HAMILTON er at. v. JULIUS ICARD eEt At. | 


Restraining Order—Injunction—J urisdiction—A ppeal, Motion to 
Dismiss. 


1. A restraining order can be issued in any cause by any judge of the Superior 
Court anywhere in the State and made returnable at any time within 
twenty days, at any place, before a judge residing in or assigned to or 
holding by exchange the courts within the district in which the county | 
where the cause is pending is situated. 


2. A perpetual injunction can be granted only in the county where the cause is 
pending, and by the judge who tries the cause at the final hearing. 


8, The jurisdiction to grant an injunction till the hearing is restricted to the 
resident judge of the district, or the judge assigned thereto or holding by 
exchange the courts of the district within which the county wherein the 
cause is pending is situated. 


4. If the judge before whom the order is made returnable fails to hear it, any 
judge resident in or assigned to or holding by exchange the courts of some 
adjoining district may hear it upon giving ten days notice to the parties 
interested. 


5. By stipulation in aie duly signed by the parties ¢ or shy their orn 
they may, under section 337, designate any other judge. than those indi- 
cated apy section 836 of The Code to hear the application. . 
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6. By Laws 1885, ch. 180, sec. 8, a judge assigned to a district is the judge 
thereof for six months, beginning either January or July first, and where 
a restraining order was made returnable before such judge at a place 
outside of the district, and after the courts ‘were over, but before the end 
of the term of assignment to the district, such judge had jurisdiction to 
hear the application and grant the injunction until the hearing. | 


{. Failure to settle or furnish a case on appeal is not good ground for a motion 
to dismiss, but for motion to affirm, since there may be errors on the face 
of the record, which the Court will inspect of its own motion, and which 
may entitle the appellant to a reversal, 


8. No formal “case on appeal” is'required on an appeal from an order granting 
an injunction until the hearing. 


(590)  Apprrication for an injunction before Armfield, J., at cham- 
bers at Statesville on 20 December, 1892. 

Action was brought in Catpwety Superior Court (Tenth District) ; 
restraining order was issued by Bynum, J., the judge resident in the 
Eighth District, on 3 December, 1892, and made returnable at States- 
ville on 20 December, 1892, before Armfield, J., who by assignment held 
the courts of the Tenth District from 1 July, 1892, to 31 December, 
1892. 

At the hearing the defendants moved to dismiss the proceedings on 
the ground that while Armfield, J., was the proper judge to hear the 
application for an injunction, he should have had the parties before him. 
at some place within the Tenth District. 

His Honor refused the motion to dismiss and granted the injunction 
till the hearing, and defendants appealed. 


Edmund Jones for plaintiff. 
Lawrence Wakefield for defendant. 


Crarx, J. The general jurisdiction of restraining orders and injunc- 
tions is vested in the judges of the Superior Court. The Code, sec. 335. 
In specifying which of these judges has jurisdiction of any specified 
case it is provided that any of them may grant a restraining order. The 
Code, sec. 334. This he may, of course, do in any cause and anywhere 
in the State. This is because a restraining order is granted of urgency: 
upon ex parte application usually, and cannot last more than twenty 
days. The Code, sec. 346. Its object is to preserve matters in statu quo 
until, after notice, upon a hearing of both parties at a time and place. 
designated in the order, an injunction till the hearing may be refused 
or granted. The jurisdiction of the application for an injunction till 

the hearing is specifically restricted by The Code, sec. 336, to 
(591) “the resident judge of the district, or the jydge assigned to ‘the 
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district or holding by exchange the courts of the district”? (The Code, 
sec. 336), or holding a special term in the county where the cause 
is pending. Jb., section 335, It is further. provided that if the judge 
before whom the order is made returnable fails to hear it, it shall be 
competent for any judge resident in, or assigned to, or holding by ex- 
change the courts of some adjoining district to hear it upon giving ten 
days notice to the parties interested. Under section 387, by stipulation 
in writing duly signed by the parties or their attorney, they may desig- 
nate any other judge than the ones indicated by section 336 to hear the 
application. The above is a summary of the provisions of The Code as 
to the jurisdiction in such cases. The granting of a perpetual injunc- 
tion is vested, of course, in the judge who tries the cause at the final 
hearing. | 

From the above summary it will be seen that while a restraining 
order, which can be granted by any judge, can be issued anywhere in 
the State and a perpetual injunction must be granted only in the county 
where the cause is pending, since it can only issue upon the final trial 
of the action, as to injunctions to the hearing, while the law designates 
what judges may grant them, there is no provision in the statute nor in 
the nature of the proceeding as to where the judge shall be at such hear- 
ing. The restraining order must be made returnable before one of the 
judges above indicated, and name a time and place for stich return, of 
course, but the selection of the place is left by legislation to the judge 
who grants the restraining order, and the time also, except that the 
latter cannot exceed more than twenty days. The selection of the place 
of hearing is wisely left to the discretion of the judge. Often it 
might be inconvenient to the parties or the judge before whom (592) 
the order is made returnable to designate a place 1 in the district in 
which the cause is pending. Such discretion is not likely to be abused. 
If it should be, the Legislature can make it requisite to designate a 
place within the district. The statute does not now so provide. Usually 
the order is, in fact, made returnable at some point in the district, as the 
judge to hear the application ; is either the resident judge or the judge 
holding courts therein, and it is not usually the case that both of them | 
are absent therefrom at the same time for a longer period than twenty 
days. 

Galbreath v. Everett, 84 N. C., 546, was decided prior to the act of 
1885. That act makes the judge assigned to the district, judge thereof 
_ for 6 months, beginning either 1 January, or 1 July. As he is still made 
one of the judges before whom the application is returnable, the statute 
clearly did not contemplate he should always be in the district, especially 
at times when the courts are not usually being held, as in the present 
ease, 20 December. : 
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In the present case there is no cause for a complaint, for the judge 
hearing the application was also one of those designated by the statute: 
to hear such application in case the judge named in the one: fails 
to hear’ it, to wit, the judge of an adjoining district. . 

_In hearing the application in an adjoining district, at ane place 
designated by the restraining order, there was no error. This is the 
only exception which. comes up to us: But in this Court fees ig a mo- 
tion to dismiss the appeal because there was no “case settled” on appeal, 
nor, indeed, any “case” tendered'by appellant. This, in appeals where 
a. ease” is necessary, is not ground for a motion to dismiss, but for a 
motion to affirm the judgment, since there may still be errors on the 
face of the record proper entitling the appellant to a reversal of the 

proceedings below. Peebles v. Braswell, 107 N. C., 68; Manu-. 
(593) facturing. Co. v. Summons, 97 N. C., 89. 

But this being an appeal from the granting of an injunction 
| till the hearing, no formal “case on appeal” is required. The correct- 
ness of the ruling in question is tested by the judgment appealed from, 
which is rendered solely upon the pleadings and affidavits filed in the 
cause. From the judgment in this case it appears that the defendant: 
objected to the jurisdiction because of the place of hearing, which was 
in another district; the court overruled the objection, and to such part 
of the judgment the defendant ed ae and appealed. 

AYFIRMED. 


Cited: Crabtree ». Scheelky, 1 119 N. C., 58; Worth v. Bank, 121 
N. C., 347; Cooper v. Cooper, 127 N. C., 493; Walson v. Rankin, 129 
N. C., 450; Wallace v. Salisbury, 147 N. C., 59; Royal v. Thornton, 
150 N. C., 295; Moore v. Monument Co., 166 N. C., 212. | 


(594) 


S. B. LUTTRELL’ & CO. v. JOHN L. MARTIN AND THE PIEDMONT 
LUMBER, RANCH AND MINING COMPANY. : 


| Attachment—-A fidavit—Summons—A mendment of Return—Corpora- | 
tuons—Powers of Agents of Corporations—Issues, us 


1. Although an appeal from the refusal of a motion to dismiss an action is 
premature, the exception, having been noted, will be reviewed on appeal 
from the final judgment. | 


2. Where a summons was properly served and the sheriff’s return was 

_ unsigned, though endorsed in. proper. form, the judge at the trial did not 

exceed his powers in Se the sheriff to sign the return nune pre 

tune, ° 
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3.°To obtain an attachment it is not necessary. that the affidavit shall state. 
_ that the defendant. “cannot, after due diligence, be found within this 
State.” Such averment is necessary, however, in an affidavit to praca 

. publication of summons. 


4, Where the issues submitted by the court were substantially the same as: 
those offered by a party on the trial, it was not error to refuse to submit: 
the latter. 


5. ‘Where a contract of a corporation, not in writing, ‘has been executed and is. 
- not executory, it is not invalid, under section 6838 of The Code. 


6. Where, in an action begun by summons returnable to Fail ‘Term, 1891, of a 
Superior Court, at which term the complaint was filed, and an alias sum- 
mons returnable to Spring Term, 1892, was served in due time on one of, 
the defendants, such defendant was properly ruled to answer at that term. 


7. Where a motion to dismiss an ancillary remedy, as an attachment, is 
improperly refused, it will not affect the validity of a trial and judgment 
on the merits. . 


8. Although a corporation not ional: to build and operate a railroad 
- would be acting ultra vires to engage in such business, yet it may render 
itself liable for “railroad supplies’ purchased and used by it, especially 
where the articles bought were not such that the seller would have notice 
that the. corporation would not have need of them in its business, and 
where the seller had no notice that the goods were to be used for any 
other purpose than the regular business of the company. 


9. A general agent of a corporation may delegate to another authority to — 
supplies for the corporation. 


10. Prayers for instructions to the jury, although in writing, not made at or 
before the close of the evidence, but after argument was begun on the 
trial, were not in apt time, and it was not error to refuse them. 


11. Wheye the jury found an issue and then separated, and the judge found as 
a fact that they had not been influenced by what had been said to them 
after their separation, it was not error to permit them to reassemble and 
put their finding in writing. 


12. Recitals of fact set out by an appellant as grounds for his motion for a 
new trial will not be considered when they neither BpeRE in the record 
nor are found as facts by the judge. 


Action tried at Spring Term, 1893, of Burxs, before McIver, ae 
-and a jury. | 

The court submitted the following issues: 

1. Were the goods purchased for the purpose of being used in (597 dy. 
the construction of a railroad; and, if so, did plaintiffs know | 
of such purpose at time of purchase? 

2. Were said goods ever delivered to the Piedmont Lumber, Ranch 
and Mining Company? 

3. Are the defendants indebted to the plaintiffs, as alleged in the 
complaint ? ; 421 
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(601) The jury found in response to the first issue, “No,” and’ in 
7 response to the second issue, “Yes,” and did not answer the third 
issue. The verdict was, by consent, received by the clerk after the ad- 
journment recess of court late in the evening of 24 March for the day 
and recorded by the clerk as rendered. 

On the next morning, when the court assembled pursuant to. ad- 
journment, his Honor being informed that the jury had failed to an- 
swer the third issue by reason of a misunderstanding, allowed the jury 
to be recalled (after they had separated) under objection by counsel 
for defendant corporation. The jury stated to his Honor that they had 
understood that it was not necessary for them to answer the third issue. 

' The defendants’ counsel objected, stating that the jury had 
(602) separated the evening before, after returning their verdict, and 
it was now too late. His Honor inquired of the jury whether 
they had agreed upon an answer to the third issue before separating in 
the evening, and all being present they answered that they had agreed, 
but had not written the answer to this issue because they neve it un- 
necessary. 
(603) These statements were made by the jury in response to. ques- 
tions from his Honor and from the defendants’ counsel. 

The court found, as a fact, that according to the statement of the jury 
they had not been iuflueniced by anything said to them after they had 
separated. 

Thereupon his Honor told the jury to retire and answer, the third 
issue. | 

Thereupon the jury retired, a the defendant corporation excepted 
to the ruling of the court in permitting them to consider further of 
their verdict, or to retire and answer the third issue after ani. 
separated. © : 

The jury found, in response to the first issue, “The Bobde were pur- 
chased for constructing a railroad, but plaintiffs did not know it.” 

The response to the second issue was not changed, and in response to 
the third issue the jury answered, “Yes.” 

To all of which the defendant corporation excepted. 

And thereupon judgment was rendered by the court in favor of the 
plaintiffs upon the verdict. The defendants thereupon again called up 

their motion to vacate and dissolve the attachment, which the 
(604) court Srsalowcn: Defendant corporation appealed. 


8S. Ervin for plaanteffs. 
M. pee ‘and. I, 2. Avery for ce ees 
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Crarx, J. The appeal from the refusal to dismiss the action was held 
premature in this case, 111 N. C., 528. But the exception having been — 
noted, now comes up for review without prejudice on this appeal from 
the final judgment. Guilford v. Georgia Co., 109 N. C., 310. 

It was admitted that the summons had been served on the agent of the 
defendant corporation 23 February, 1892, but the return of the sheriif 
was unsigned, though endorsed in proper form on the summons. The 
judge did not exceed his powers, but exercised them properly in per- 
mitting the sheriff to sign the return nunc pro tunc. Clark v. Hellen, 
93 N. C., 421; Henderson v. Graham, 84 N. C., 496; Walters v. Moore, 
90 N. C., 41; Williams v. Weaver, 101 N. C., 1. Indeed, the sheriff 
had of right till the first day of that term to make the return. The 
~ Code, sec. 200. So far as the attachment is considered as the basis of 
a publication to bring the defendants into court, 1t is unnecessary to 
consider whether it was regularly sued out or not, as to the defendant 
corporation, since the summons was served on its agent. The Code, sec. 
217 (1). Nor as to the defendant Martin, for he submitted to the 
verdict and judgment and has not appealed. 

The affidavit to procure publication of summons must contain an 
averment that the defendant “cannot, after due diligence, be found 
within this State.” The Code, sec. 218. But this is not required for 
an attachment. The Code, sec. 349. It is because attachments — 
are rarely issued, except against nonresidents, for whom publi- (605) 
cation must be made, that the two requirements are often con- 
fused. It is not requisite, and therefore need not be averred, that the 
defendant cannot be found in the State in order to procure a warrant 
of attachment. The headnote in Sheldon v. Kivett, 110 N. C.,. 408, is 
misleading. ‘It was the order of publication which was there amended. 
In fact, in some instances, as in the present, an attachment may issue 
against a resident of the State or a domestic corporation. Even had 
the motion to dismiss the attachment been improperly refused in this 
ease, merely the judgment in that respect would have been modified. 
Being an ancillary remedy, this would not have affected the regularity 
of the proceedings and verdict, nor of the judgment in other respects. 
_ The issues tendered by the defendants were preferable to those actu- 
ally submitted, but the defendants suffered no prejudice, as every phase 
of their case could have been and was submitted to the jury. Hum-_ 
phrey v. Church, 109 N. C., 182, and cases there cited. | 

The defense set up in the answer that the contract was invalid as to 
defendant corporation, under The Code, sec. 683, because not in writing, 
is not good, because it is an executed and not an executory contract. 
Curtis v. Piedmont, 109 N. C., 401; Roberts v. Woodworking Co., 111 | 
N. C., 432. This section (683) was repealed by the Legislature of 1893. 
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As to this appellant, certainly the judge properly held that the cause 
stood for trial at Spring Term, 1893. The other defendant is not com- 
plaining.. This defendant was not a nonresident, but a domestic cor- 
poration, and the affidavit for publication, 1 February, 1893, against 
the other defendant, Martin, by the recital therein that there was then 

no agent of the appellant corporation in this State, does not 

(606) annul the sheriff’s return, and the admission of service upon the 

| ate of such corporation nearly a year before, on 23 February, 
1892,* 

The principal contention on the merits is that the defendant corpora- 
tion did not buy the goods, but that they were bought by Martin for a 
railroad company; and further, if bought for this company, it was not 
bound, because the goods were railroad supplies, and this company could 
not .act wlira vires. As to the first proposition, the jury found the fact 
that the goods were bought by and delivered to the defendant corpora- 
tion. As to the second proposition, the company would certainly have 
been acting ultra vires had it attempted to build or operate a railroad, 
but it by no means follows that it would not be liable for railroad sup- 
plies if purchased or used by it. It would scarcely be absolved from 
liability for goods actually bought by it on the ground that it did not 
need them. But we need. not decide this point, for the goods in ques- 
tion—powder, dynamite, etc.—were not such articles that the seller 
would have notice that the defendant “Lumber, Ranch and Mining Com- 
pany” would not have need of them in its business. In fact, it might 
reasonably be supposed that these articles were to be used in mining, 
and the jury find as a fact that the plaintiffs had no notice that the 
goods were to be used for any other purpose. 

_ Mr. Wilson was properly allowed to testify that by. authority of the. 
treasurer and general agent of the defendant company he bought these 
goods of the plaintiff for said company. It is not a forbidden’ delega- 
tion of authority, but frequently a necessary exercise of it, when the 
chief officer of a corporation purchases articles for his company through 
an agent. The letters of the said treasurer, written subsequently, were 
competent evidence to corroborate the witness. This is not the case of 
an attempt to prove an agency by subsequent admissions of an officer. - 

Here there was direct testimony by Wilson of his purchase of 
(607) the goods for the defendant company by authority of its treas- 

urer and general manager, and the subsequent correspondence of 
that officer with the plaintiffs, signing himself treasurer of such com- 
_ pany, acknowledging the receipt of goods, paying for same in part, and 
asking time for further payment, was corroborative as ratification of the 
_ action of the purchasing agent. .The last letter of the three in evidence 
was not signed by him as treasurer, but probably was competent in con- 
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nection with the other two. At any rate, the exception being a general 
one as to all three letters, cannot be sustained as to one only. Smiley v. 
Pearce, 98 N. C., 185. 

~The prayers for. instruction, hong in writing, were not asked at the 
close of the evidence, but much later, and were not in apt time, and 
cannot be considered. Grubbs v. Tis, Co., 108 N. C., 472; Taylor v. 
Plummer, 105 N. C., 56; Posey. Patton, 109 N. C,, 455; Merrill v- 
Whitmire, 110 N.C., 367, | 7 

The exception that there was no evidence aniicieut to go to the jury 
cannot be sustained. There was the testimony of Wilson that he bought 
the goods for the defendant company, and the letter from the treasurer: 
of the same afterwards enclosing ee be and asking time on the 
balance. 

The jury ee found the third i issue before their separation, it was 
no error to permit them to assemble again and write it down, especially 
as the judge finds as a fact that the jury had not been influenced by 
what had been said to them after their separation. Petty v. Rousseau, 
94 N. C., 355; S. v; Shelly, 98 N. C., 673. - Indeed, it was, if error, im- 
vauel error, for the response to ‘the third issue was a mere legal 
sequence, upon the pleadings and admissions, to the findings upon the 
first and second issues. The jury were right in deeming no response 
thereto necessary, for the answer admitted the purchase of the goods 
averred inthe complaint by Martin, and merely alleged that 
they were bought by him for another company and not for the (608) 
defendant corporation. | 

The amendment to the response to the first issue could not prejudice 
the appellant. It is in no worse condition in any respect than if the 
answer to that issue had stood as first made. 

Some of the recitals of fact set out by the appellant as his grounds 
for the motion for a new trial neither appear in the record nor are found 
as facts by the judge, and of course we cannot consider them. 

No ERROR, _ 


Cited: Mullen v. Canal Co., 114 N. C., 10; Alexander v. Alexander, 
120.N. C., 473; Hahn v. Heath, 127 N. C., 28; Moore v. Palmer, 132 
N. C., 976; Hart v. Cannon, 183 N. C., 18; Oraddock v. Barnes, 142 
N. C., 99; Pallett v. R. R., 166 N. C., 521; Zageir v. Hupress Co., 171 
N. C., 696; Grove v. Baker, 174 N. C., 748; S. v. Lewis, 177 N. C., 557. 
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L. W. LUNSFORD v. RICHMOND SPEAKS. 


Sale Under Power in Mortgage—V alidity—N otice—Burden of Proof— 
Estoppel, 


1. In an action to recover land by the purchaser thereof at a sale under the 
power contained in a mortgage given by the defendant, the deed executed 
by the mortgagee reciting the sale in pursuance of the power is prima 
facie evidence that all the terms of the power and all requirements as to 
notice have been complied with. _ 

2. Even if a sale under the power in a mortgage should be invalid by reason 
of a failure on the part of the mortgagee to comply with the directions of 
the power, yet, as the mortgagee held the legal title, his deed would con- 
vey it to the purchaser, subject to the equities of the mortgage. 


38. The acquiescence of a mortgagor in the conduct of a sale, and particularly 
in the terms of it, will cure any defect in this respect and give validity 
to it. 


Action to recover land, tried before McIver, J., and a jury, at Fall 
Term, 1892, of Wirxzs. 
Plaintiff claimed title and possession under a deed executed to 
(609) him as purchaser of the land at a sale made under the power in 
the mortgage given by defendant. 
The court told the jury that the burden was upon the plaintiff 
(611) to show that the power of sale contained in the mortgage had 
been complied with, and having failed to do so, he could not 
recover, and instructed the jury to find the first issue “No.” 
| Plaintiff excepted. There was verdict and judgment for the 
(612) defendant, and plaintiff appealed, assigning as error the ruling 
of the court excepted to. 


W. W. Barber for plaintiff. 
R. N. Hackett for appellee. 


MacRag, J. The principal question presented is whether in this case 
the burden is upon the plaintiff to show that the power of sale had been 
duly executed. 

Upon examination we find no express authority on the subject in this 
State, and the authorities are conflicting elsewhere. AI] agree that the 
essential requisites of the power must be strictly complied with (2 
Perry on Trusts, sec. 602, p.....), and that courts will strictly scrutinize 
sales under powers in deed of mortgage. 

It ig said in the first edition of Jones on Mortgages (1878), at sec. 
1830, under the question of burden of proof as to notice: “When the 
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validity of a sale under a power is questioned by the debtor on the 
ground that the advertisement of the sale was not made in pursuance 
of the deed, the burden of proving a proper advertisement rests. upon 
the purchaser or other party insisting upon the sale,” and reference is 
made to Gebson v. Jones, 5 Leigh, 370. | 

The same proposition is laid down in 1 Devlin Deeds, sec. 447: 
“Compliance with the power where notice is required must be shown 
by parties relying upon the validity of the sale,” and reference is made 
to Gibson v. Jones, supra, and Hahn v. Tindell, 1 Bush., 358. And in 
2 Perry on Trusts, sec. 782, upon the same authorities, the text says: 
“If notice is required by the power, those persons relying upon the 
validity of the sale must show that the power was complied 
with.” .To the same effect is Wood v. Lake, 62 Ala., 489, citing (613) 
other authorities. Chancellor Kent, however, indicated a differ- 
ent opinion in Minuse v. Cox, 5 Johns., ch. 447: “That want of notice 
would not affect the title of the purchaser, but that the trustee would 
be liable for the deficiency in ‘the -price.” 

The question was carefully examined in Savings Society v. Deering, 
66 Cal., 281, and the Court came to the conclusion that in an action of 
S ccimenit by the purchaser, evidence de hors the deed is not necessary 


to show title and right of possession in the plaintiff. And in the fourth - 


edition of Jones on Mortgages, sec. 1830, it is said: “When the validity 
of a sale under a power is questioned on the ground that the advertise- 
ment of the sale was not made in pursuance of the deed, the better 
opinion is that in an action at law it will be presumed, after the execu- 
tion of the deed under the power of sale to the purchaser, that all the 
terms of the power and all requirements as to notice have been complied 
with. Certainly, in an action of ejectment by the purchaser against the 
grantor or other person in possession, no evidence, aside from the deed 
to such purchaser and the recitals in it, is necessary to show title and 
right of possession in the plaintiff.” And in the same connection it is 
said: “It would seem, moreover, that the defendant would not be per- 
mitted to show that notice of sale was not given under the power, 
because the deed would confer upon the purchaser the legal title to the- 
land.” 

We refer to the note to Tyler v. Herring, 19 Am. St., 263, which sus- 
tains the conclusion that the title shown by plaintiffs was prima facie. 
It is based upon the general presumption in favor of meritorious parties 
as purchasers for value that the power has been properly exercised. As. 
we have said, the authorities are all one way, that the power 
must be exercised in strict accordance with its terms, subject to (614) 
equitable relief in some cases of defective execution. 
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But even if the sale had been shown to be invalid by reason of a 
failure on the part of the mortgagee to comply with the direction 
of the power, yet the mortgagee held the legal title and his deed to 
plaintiff conveyed it subject to the equities of the mortgage. 1 Jones 
Mort., 787-812; 1 Lewin on Trusts, 6038(4).° It may be that the defend- 
ant would have been: estopped from taking advantage of an irregularity 
in the sale, for “the acquiescence of the mortgagor in the conduct of the 
sale, and particularly in the terms of it, will cure any defect in this 
respect and give validity to it.’ 2 Jones Mort., sec. 1866; Oleutt v. 
Bynum, 17 Wall, 44. . = _ 

- But the defendant sets up a counterclaim for substantive relief and 
will be entitled to have the same passed upon and appropriate relief, 
if he should be found entitled thereto. 

New TRIAL. 


Cited; Norwood v. Paster 132 N. C., 58; Brett v. Davenport, 151 
N. C., 59; Eubanks v. Becton, 158 N. G., 237; Troxler v. Gant, 173 
N. C., "495: Jenkins v. Griffin, 175 N. C., 186 5 Brewington v, Hangneves 
178 N. C., 145, 


(615) | | : = 
CHEMICAL COMPANY OF CANTON v. T. H. PEGRAM Et AL, 


Contract—Surety—Indulgence to Principal Debtor—Release of Surety. 


1. A contract made by a creditor with a principal debtor for forbearance to 
sue for a fixed and limited period, founded on a sufficient consideration, 
without reserving the right to proceed against the surety, and nae with- 
out his assent, releases the surety ; therefore, 


2. Where an agency contract, to which defendants were sureties, provided 
that the agent of plaintiff (the principal debtor) would give his promis- 
sory notes for goods sold by him, payable at the times fixed in said con- 
tract, defendant sureties being liable therefor, and said notes were exe- 
cuted, and the creditor at the maturity of said notes had a settlement 
with the agent (the principal debtor) and surrendered the old notes to 
him, accepting notes due at future dates in renewal of, and substitution 
for, the same, without reserving any rights against the sureties or obtain- 
ing their consent to the extension: Held, that such acceptance of new 
notes constituted a contract on the part of the creditor to postpone action 
against the principal debtor until they matured, and hence discharged the 
sureties, 


Aorton heard at J uly nies Term, 1892, of Forsyru, on the re- 
port of referees and exceptions thereto. 
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. The action was brought by the Chemical Company of Canton against 
their agent, T. H. Pegram, Jr., to recover an alleged balance due by him 
for fertilizers sold, amounting to $4,140, and against L. W. Pegram 
and T. H. Pegram, Sr., to recover the penalty ($3,000) of a bond exe- 
cuted by them as sarees for Pegram, Jr. 

Upon the hearing of the report and exceptions filed by plaintiff (620) 
and defendants, the court overruled plaintiff’s exceptions and 
sustained defendants’ exceptions, and adjudged that the plaintiff. 
recover of the defendant T. H. Pegram, Jr., the sum of $3,049.33, with 
interest thereon from 7 March, 1892, until paid, and the costs, and that 
the defendants L. W. Pegram and T, H. Pegram, Sr., sureties on the 
bond sued on, go without day. 

The plaintiff appealed from so much of the Sat cies as dismissed 
the action against the sureties, | 


Glenn & Manly for plaintiff. 
Watson & Buxton for defendants. 


BurweE 1, J. It was said by Smith, CO. J., in Forbes v. Shepherd, 98 
N. C., 111, that “The effect of a contract for forbearance to sue for a 
fixed and limited period, founded on a sufficient consideration with the 
principal, without reserving the right to proceed against the surety and 
made without his assent, is too well settled to need further discussion.” 
An examination of the record in this case shows that every element 
necessary to constitute this defense for the defendant sureties concurs 
here. They undertook that their principal would faithfully per- 
form his contracts with oe plaintiff and would meet all their (621) 
- requirements. 

By the terms of those soneacts which are set out in the complaint, 
the principal debtor, plaintiff’s agent, agreed that he would pay plaintiff 
for fertilizers sold by him at times herein specified, and that, as evidence 
of his liability, he would give to plaintiff his promissory notes for such 
sums, due and payable on the days fixed in the said contracts. This 
latter thing he did. It seems to be conceded that the defendants were 
bound for the payment of those notes at maturity, for their payment 
then was one of “the requirements of the contracts.” 

The acceptance of notes due at certain future times in renewal of, and 
substitution for, the notes then past due, for which these sureties were 
liable, accompanied by the surrender of the old notes, a settlement being 
then made, constituted a contract on the part of the plaintiff that it 
would postpone the assertion of its rights against the principal debtor, 
the maker of the notes, till they matured. This was founded upon a 
sufficient consideration, the renewal of the notes and the making the 
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settlement. There was no reservation of a right to collect the old notes. 
So far as appears their surrender was without condition. Nor was there 
any reservation of right against the sureties, nor any evidence that they 
assented to the extension of time. Hence the sureties were discharged 
for two reasons: the contract had been materially altered without their 
consent, and it was no longer the contract for the performance of which 
they were liable; they had a right, when the debts for which they were 
bound became due, to pay those debts and immediately proceed against 
the principal for indemnity—plaintifis’ conduct deprived them of this 
right. 
We are precluded from any consideration of the point made here for 
the first time, that, as the answer of the defendant sureties did 
(622) not aver that they. had been released from liability by extension 
of time granted to the principal, they could not avail themselves 
of that defense, for we can consider only such exceptions when they are. 
first taken in the court below. Harper v. Dail, 92 N. C., 394, This is _ 
settled by repeated adjudications. 
AFFIRMED. 


Cited: Sutton v. Walters, 118 N. C., 502; Bank v. Sumner, 119 N. C., 
595; Revell v. Thrash, 132 N.C., 805 ; Foster v. Davis, 175 N.C, 544. 


*T. H. COFFEY et ar. v. M. G. SHULER. 


Married Woman—Charge on Separate Heidies Picnics to Pig Debt 
of Another. 


1. Where -a married woman promised her husband, in his last sickness, in the 
presence of his creditor, that she would pay the debt out of moneys 
received from insurance on his life in her favor, and the creditor, in con- 
sideration of such promise, forebore enforcement of his demand: Held, 
that such promise was substantially and in effect a promise to the 
creditor to pay the debt of her husband, and cannot be enforced against 
the separate personal estate of the defendant, as it was not in writing, 
was not made with the written assent of her husband, and did not charge 
such personal estate. 


2. If the promise should be conceded to have been made to the husband, the 
creditor, not being a party to the contract, could not sue upon it. 
Action heard on complaint and demurrer, at Spring Term, 1892, of 
CatpwELt, before Graves, J. | 


*BURWELL, J., having been of counsel, did not sit on.the hearing of this case. 
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The complaint alleged in substance that plaintiffs were partners in 
mercantile business under the name of Coffey & Whidby, and as such 
deposited in a bank of exchange and deposit established, owned, and 
operated by one D. W. Shuler, at Hickory, N. C., the sum of 
$1,275, for which they received a certificate of deposit redeem- (623) 
able on demand; that about August, 1890, on account of rumors 
affecting the credit of said bank, plaintiffs became alarmed about the 
safety of their deposit and one of them, I. H. Coffey, visited Hickory 
and learning that Shuler was confined to his bed, went to his residence, 
where he was received by the defendant, the wife of Shuler, to whom he 
stated the object of his visit to be the getting some money from the bank; 
that he was admitted to Shuler’s room, who told him, in the presence of 
defendant, that he was sorry that he could not let him have some money 
that day, that the safe was locked and the clerk did not know its combi- 
nation, but added: “You shall have every dollar of your money,” and . 
then, addressing his wife, said: “You know that I have $48,000 of in- | 
_ surance on my life, and I want you now to promise that you will, when 
you receive that money, pay out of it Mr. Coffey’s money”; that to this 
request of her husband the defendant at once replied that she would do 
so, telling him not to worry about it, the money should be paid; that 
shortly after the interview Shuler died, having made an assignment of 
all his property for the benefit of bis creditors; that the defendant re- 
ceived from insurance companies $43,000 and immediately left the State 
and became a resident of another State. Plaintiffs prayed that the 
transaction niight be declared an assignment of said sum derived from 
the policies of insurance or that it might be adjudged to be a declaration 
of a trust for their benefit or a charge upon the sum received to the 
amount of their debt. 

Defendant demurred to the complaint. 

From the judgment sustaining the demurrer the plaintiffs (624) 
appealed. | 


G. N. Folk and EH. Jones for plaontiffs. 
P. D. Walker for defendant. 


SuepuerD, C. J. If the oral promise alleged in the complaint was 
made by the defendant to the plaintiffs it is plain that it cannot be 
enforced against the separate personal estate of the defendant, 
as it is not in writing, is without the written consent of the (625) 
husband and does not charge such separate estate. Hlaum v. 
Wallace, 108 N. C., 296. In order to avoid this difficulty it is insisted 
that the promise was made to the husband, and therefore the principles 
laid down’ in Flaum’s case do not apply, and that she can charge, in 
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favor of her husband, a large part of the capital of her personal estate 
without any formality whatever. By no means admitting such a propo- 
sition, but conceding it for the purposes of the argument, we are never- 
theless unable to see how the plaintifis can recover. Jf, as contended, 
the promise was made by the wife to the husband, it is well settled that 
the plaintiffs, if they are not parties to the contract, cannot sue upon it. 
Morehead v. Wriston, 73 N. C., 898; Brown on Actions, 99; Pollock on © 
Contracts, 191. This would seem to put an end to the plaintiff’s action, 
but granting that under the Code of Civil Procedure the action may be 
maintained by the real parties in interest, which in this case it 1s claimed 
are the plaintiffs, for whose benefit it is alleged the contract was made, 
we must still deny their right to recover. 

If, as insisted, the plaintiffs can sue, it is because they are substan- 
tially the parties interested in the contract, and as they were present at 
the time of the promise and impliedly assented to the same, and as they 
claim that their alleged forbearance constituted the consideration (there 
really being none moving from the husband), we cannot but regard it, 
at least in an action of this nature, as substantially an agreement be- 
tween the plaintiffs and the defendant, and therefore within the case of 
Flaum v. Wallace, supra. 

Entertaining these views, it is unnecessary to discuss the other in- 
teresting questions raised by the learned counsel. 

AFFIRMED. 


(626) 
1. B. MILLER v. E. M. CHURCH. 


Unrecorded Deed—Equitable Estate—Surrender of Deed, Effect of— 
Feme Covert. 


1. The equitable interest created by an unregistered deed can ordinarily be 
extinguished by a return of the consideration and a surrender of the 
deed, but where the grantee is a feme covert such equitable estate can 
only be divested by her deed and privy examination and joinder of her 
husband; therefore, 


2. Where, in an action to recover land, it appeared that plaintiff’s grantor 
had previously conveyed it to his daughter, a feme covert, who, after 
retaining the deed for a year without having it recorded, returned it to 
her father just before her death, with instructions to destroy it, which he 
did: Held, that plaintiff was not entitled to recover the land from defend- 
ants, the heirs of the daughter, who were in possession under the equita- 
ble title acquired from her. ° 
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Action tried at Fall Term, 1892, of Warauaa, before Armfield, J., 
and a jury. 7 

Plaintiff introduced in evidence a deed for the land in controversy 
to himself from one Cleveland Eggers, dated in 1892, purporting to 
convey said land to plaintiff in fee. Plaintiff as a witness for himself, 
testified that when he took this deed from Cleveland Eggers he gave his 
notes to said Eggers for seven hundred dollars as the purchase price of 
said land; that 1t was agreed at the time that unless he recovered the 
land from defendants these notes were to be given up to him by Eggers, | 
and that he was to pay nothing for the land; that Eggers still held these 
notes, but that he did not expect to pay them, or any part of them, un- 
less he recovered the land. 

Plaintiff further testified that at the time he took said deed ‘from 
Eggers he knew the fact that said Eggers had several years before made 
and delivered to one Elizabeth Farthing, a daughter of Eggers, a deed 
of gift, conveying to said Elizabeth the same land in fee, and that 
she held said deed for about a year, and until a short time be- (627) 
fore she died; that said Elizabeth was, at the time she received 
said deed, and up to her death, a feme covert, leaving a husband, but no 
children, surviving her; that said deed to Elizabeth had never been re- 
corded; that he knew when he took the deed from Eggers to himself that 
the defendants were claiming the land as heirs at law of said Elizabeth 
under said deed, but that he was also then informed that the said Eliza- 
beth, a short time before her death, had delivered up said deed conveying 
the land to her to her father, Cleveland Eggers, to be canceled, and that 
said Cleveland had destroyed it, it never having been registered. He testi- 
fied that the land was worth $900, or $1,000. The plaintiff then intro- 
duced as a witness said Cleveland Eggers, and offered to prove by him 
that his said daughter Elizabeth, a short time before her death, volun- 
tarily delivered up to witness the same deed which he had made to her for 
the land, and directed him to destroy the deed, it having never been 
registered, and that she at the same time declared that she wanted him 
(Cleveland) to have the land. 

The defendants objected to this testimony; the court sustained the ob- 
jections, and plaintiff excepted. The court then remarked that if all the 
plaintiff proposed to prove by Cleveland Eggers was proven by a com- 
petent witness, he should still instruct the jury that the plaintiff could 
not recover. In deference to this intimation of the court the plaintiff 
took a nonsuit and appealed. 


G. N. Folk and W. B. Councill for plainteff. 
No counsel contra. 
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(628) SuerpHerp, ©. J. The unregistered deed from Cleveland 
| Eggers to Elizabeth Farthing, his daughter, vested in the latter 
an equitable freehold estate, and such equitable interest can ordinarily 
be extinguished by a return of the consideration and a surrender of 
the deed. Ray v. Wilcoxon, 107 N. C., 514; Davis v. Inscoe, 84 N. C., 
396. In the case, however, of a married woman a different principle 
applies as to the extinction of her equitable estate in realty. In Ray 
‘». Wilcoxon, supra, the Court said: “If the unregistered deed conferred 
upon her an estate in the land, either legal or equitable, it 1s plain that 
there 1s but one way by which she can convey it, and that 1s by deed and 
privy examination with the joinder of the husband. It is a well-recog- 
nized principle that the law will not allow that to be done indirectly 
which it has forbidden to be done directly, and if a married woman 
can, by the simple redelivery of her unregistered deed, practically con- 
vey her equitable estate in realty, the very disability which the law has 
imposed will to a great extent be removed, and the safeguards which it 
has carefully thrown around her be broken down and abrogated.” This 
authority is decisive of the present case, and renders it unnecessary to 
discuss the question presented in the brief of the learned counsel as to 
‘whether a Court of Equity should decree a reconveyance of the legal title, 
the equities being equal, etc. The defendants, who claim under Eliza- 
beth, are not seeking such relief, but defend their possession under the 
equitable title acquired from her, and this title is all that is necessary 
for their purpose in this action. 

Besides, it may be observed that the iat is, according to his own 
testimony, a purchaser without value, and with “ull knowledge of all | 
of the circumstances constituting the defense. It may also be remarked 

that the execution of the deed was admitted and that there was no 
(629) consideration for its surrender. 
We concur with his Honor that, admitting to be true all that 
the plaintiff attempted to prove, he 1 is not entitled to recover. 
ABFIRMED. 
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*J. A. DICKSON ET Au, Exes. or JACOB HARSHAW, DECEASED, | 
vy. L. A. CRAWLEY, Apmr. or J. A. DICKSON, DeEcEAsEn. 


Quando J udgment—Assignment by One Executor—Limitations— 
Presumption of Payment. 


1. A private sale of a chose in action by an executor or administrator, if made 
in good faith, is valid. — 


2. A sale by one of several executors will pass title to the purchaser. 


3. Where a judgment was obtained against an administrator of a decedent 
and his surety, in 1869, on a cause of action arising, and in a suit com- 
- menced before the adoption of the Code of Civil Procedure, the judgment 
being quando as to the administrator and absolute and final as to the 
surety, an action on the latter was a new causa litis and governed by the 
statute of limitations, as prescribed in The Code, while the statute of pre- 
sumptions under the prior law is alone applicable to the action on the 
-auando judgment against the administrator. 


4. Where an administrator against whom a judgment sande was taken in 
1869, in an action begun prior to the Code of Civil Procedure, died soon 
thereafter, and administration de bonis non was not taken out until 1886, 
and suit was brought on such judgment in 1890: Held, that no presump- 
tion of payment can arise, inasmuch as in computing the time under the 
statute the period during which there was no administration must be 
excluded. | 

5. Presumption of payment not.shaving arisen on a judgment quando accid- 
erint taken against an administrator of a deceased principal in an action 
commenced before The Code, the fact that an action is barred on the 
judgment absolute and final, taken at the same time against the surety, 
raises no presumption of payment of the judgment quando; for, as the 
statute of presumptions does not apply to the judgment absolute, the rule 
that a presumption of payment as to one is a presumption as to all has 
no application. 


Action brought in the name of John A. Dickson, J. N. Har- (630) 
shaw and J. C. Hallyburton, executors of Jacob Harshaw, de- 
ceased, against Joseph Brittain, administrator de bonis non of John 
A. Dickson, tried by Armfield, is and a jury, at Fall Tern, 1892, of 
Burke. 

The plaintiff Dickson declared on a judgment rendered at ee 
Term, 1869, of Burke, 29 May, 1896, in favor of Jacob Harshaw 
against W. 8. Moore, administrator of John A. Dickson, and W. F. 
McKesson for the sum of $480.55, with interest on $300 from said date 
till paid, which judgment was assigned to plaintiff Dickson. On the call 


*AveRY, J., did not sit on the hearing of this cause. 
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of the case for trial the defendant offered the affidavit of J. T. Perkins 
for a continuance, and the same was admitted by the plaintiff Dickson, 
which affidavit reads as follows: 

John T. Perkins, being duly sworn, says: “That J. C. Hallyburton, 
who is the surviving executor of Jacob Harshaw, is an important wit- 
ness for the defense in this action in that he told the affiant that he 
never agreed to the assignment of the judgment sued on in said action, 
and never authorized the bringing of the same; that the said Hallybur- 
ton is under subpcena, and absent without the consent of affiant, and 
affiant believes he will so testify, wherefore affiant prays that cause be 
continued.” 

The plaintiff then offered in evidence a paper-writing signed by J. N. 
Harshaw as executor of Jacob Harshaw, purporting to assign said judg- 
ment to plaintiff Dickson for value. The defendant objected to said 
paper-writing as evidence of the assignment upon the ground that one of 

two coexecutors could not execute a valid assignment, and that 
(631) both the executors together, had they joined, could not execute 

a valid assignment of this judgment. The objection was over- 
ruled by the court, and the defendant excepted. 

The plaintiff offered in evidence the judgment docket showing the 
judgment declared on to be quando as to Moore, administrator of J. A. 
Dickson, and absolute as to McKesson for $480.55. 

It was admitted and agreed that John A. Dickson died 18 October, 
1861, and that in August, 1862, Moore was appointed his administrator ; 
that Moore died in 1869, and that there was no administrator of the 
estate of John A. Dickson till the appointment of Joseph Brittain on 
23 December, 1886, and that the estate of John A. Dickson was still 
unsettled, and that this action was brought on 16 May, 1890; that said 
judgment was not presented to Brittain, administrator de bonis non. 

It was admitted that Brittain, administrator de bonis non, died on 
.. January, 1891, and that shortly thereafter, in 1891, L. A. Crawley 
was appointed and qualified as administrator de bonis non of said John 
A. Dickson, and was made a party defendant to this suit and filed an 
answer. | 

It was admitted that Joseph Brittain on his appointment gave the 
notice required by law for creditors to present their claims against his 
intestate within twelve months from 14 January, 1886. 

The defendant asked his Honor to instruct the jury that the action 
was barred by the statute of limitations, or the statute of presumptions. 
His Honor declined to give the instruction, but told the jury that the 
action was not barred, either by the statute of limitations or presump- 
tions, and the defendant excepted. His Honor held that the judgment 
sued on was a judgment quando as to Moore, administrator, and 
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absolute as to McKesson, and defendant excepted. Under the (632) 
instructions of his Honor, not excepted to except as above set 

forth, the jury found the issues submitted to them for the plaintiffs. 
His Honor gave judgment for plaintiffs and the defendant appealed. 


8. J. Ervin for plaintiffs. 
J.T. Perkins and I. T. Avery for defendant. 


SHEPHERD, C. J. The objection that there was no legal assignment 
of the judgment to the plaintiff Dickson is without force. A private 
sale of a chose in action by an executor or administrator, if made in 
good faith, 1s valid, although, says Danvel, J., 1t would be well to follow 
“the direction of the statute; for if the executor or administrator fails 
to obtain as much at private sale as would have been got at public 
vendue, he or they would be bound to make good the deficiency out of 
their own pockets.” Wynns v. Alexander, 22 N. C., 58; Gray v. Armi- 
stead, 41 N. C., 74. In the case of several executors (unlike the case of 
several administrators) a sale made by one will pass the title (Gordon 
v. Finlay, 10 N. C., 239), but we do not see how this latter point arises 
in the present action, as both of the executors are parties plaintiff and 
allege that the judgment was assigned to Dickson, their coplaintiff. This 
would be a ratification of the act of the coexecutor making the sale, had 
such ratification been necessary. | 

Neither do we see any error in the ruling of his Honor that the plain- 
tiff was not barred by lapse of time. The judgment was taken against 
W. 8. Moore, administrator of John A. Dickson, deceased, and W. F. | 
McKesson as surety, at Spring Term, 1869, the action having been com- 
menced prior to the adoption of the Code of Civil Procedure. 

The judgment as to McKesson was absolute and final, and (633) 
being a new causa litis is governed by the statute of limitations 
prescribed in The Code. As to the administrator of said Dickson, it was 
a judgment quando acciderint, and the statute of presumptions under 
the prior law is alone applicable. Garther v. Sain, 91 N. C., 304; 
Smith v. Brown, 99 N. C., 877. The said administrator Moore died in 
1869, and there was no administration upon the estate of Dickson until 
1886. This suit having been commenced in 1890, it must follow that 
no presumption of payment has arisen, as it has been decided that in 
computing the time under the statute the period during which there was 
no administration must be excluded. Long v. Clegg, 94 N. ©., 763; 
Baird v. Reynolds, 99 N:. C., 469. 

It is urged, however, that the law raises a presumption that the 
judgment has been paid by the cojudgment debtor, McKesson, and 
that the plaintiff must rebut such presumption. It must be noted that 
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this action is not against McKesson, but on the guando judgment against 
the representative of Dickson. As we have seen, no presumption of pay- 
ment has arisen on this quando judgment, and as the statute of presump- 
tions was never applicable to the final judgment against McKesson, we 
are of the opinion that the authorities which hold that a presumption 
of payment as to one is a presumption of payment as to all have no 
application to this case. The other exceptions have been examined and 
- are untenable. | 

No ERROR. 


Cited: Odell v. House, 144 N. C., 649. 


(634) a 
WILLIAM MONROE, TrusTEE, EY AL. v. S. D. TRENHOLM. 


Trusts—Deed by Husband for Benefit of Wife—Right of Cestur Que 
Trust to Convey—Action by Grantee of Cestur Que Trust for Pos- 
session of Trust Property. 


1. Where property has been placed in the hands of a trustee for the sole and 
separate use of a married woman, she has no power of disposition over it, 
except such as is clearly given in the instrument creating the trust, and 
in the manner therein prescribed. 


2. If a trustee wrongfully withholds frem the cestui que trust the benefits of 
the trust estate, relief will be granted at the request of such cestui que 
trust, but not at the instance of a stranger who volunteers to ask redress, 
or if the trustee becomes incompetent for any reason to execute the trust, 
it is the right of the beneficiary, but not of a stranger, to have such 
trustee removed and another substituted. - 


3. Where a husband, in order to secure to his wife and children a portion of 
his real property, conveyed the land to his son, 8. D. T., and his heirs in 
trust for the sole use and benefit of E. B. T. (the grantor’ s wife), and 
authorized and empowered the trustee at any time to dispose of any or 
all of the property “when so required by the said EH. B. T., and to invest 
the proceeds as she may direct”: Held, that a conveyance of such land 
by the wife, E. B. T., to a third person in trust for her, the said E. B. T.’s 
daughter, vested no title or interest in the grantee, and did not entitle 
him and the daughter to recover possession of the land from §8. D. T., the 
trustee named in the husband’s deed, since the latter gave the wife no 
power to convey the land. 


Action tried at Fall Term, 1892, of Hnnprrson, before Armfield, J. 
It was agreed that the case should be submitted to the court upon 
the admissions in the pleadings and the exhibits. 
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On 1 pce: 1867, E. L. Trenholm executed the following (635) 
deed of settlement : 


Srate or NortH Carorina—Henderson County. 

Whereas, it is my desire to secure to Eliza Bonsal, my wife, and to 
her children, a portion of my real property: Now, therefore, in con- 
sideration of the sum of one dollar to me in hand paid, and for the pur- 
poses above mentioned, I have this day bargained and sold, and by these 
presents do bargain and sell, unto my son, Savage Deas Trenholm, to 
him and to his heirs forever, all my right and title and interest in a cer- 
tain tract of land lying and being in the State and county aforesaid, 
known as the Mountain Lodge place. 

To have and to hold, all and singular, the said three hundred and 
fifty-nine acres of land, more or less, and all and singular the premises 
and appurtenances to the said Savane Deas Trenholm, his heirs and 
assigns forever, in trust, nevertheless, for the following uses and pur- 
poses, and no other: In trust for the sole use and benefit of the said Eliza 
Bonsal Trenholm and her heirs forever, and I do hereby authorize and 
empower the said Savage Deas Teenhole the trustee aforesaid, at any 
time to dispose of all and singular the lands aforementioned, hen SO 
required by the said Eliza Bonsal Trenholm, and to invest the proceeds 
as she may direct. 

In witness whereof I have hereunto set my hand and seal, this 1 
October, 1867. 

E. -L. ieee [L. a 


On 14 November, 1889, the said Eliza B. Trenholm, mentioned as 
beneficiary under the first deed, being then and now a widow, executed 
a deed for a part of said land to the plaintiff, as trustee for her 
daughter. 

The court rendered judgment that the defendant execute and (639) 
deliver a deed in fee for the land described in the complaint, to 
the plaintiff William Monroe, trustee, as prayed for in said complaint, 
and that the plaintiff recover possession of said land and the costs of 
this action. And it is further ordered that the effect of this decree shall 
be to transfer to William Monroe, trustee, the legal title of the said 
property to be held in the same plight, a condition, and estate as though 
the conveyance ordered was in fact existing, gaa that the clerk of this 
court, upon the application of the plaintiff, issue to the sheriff of said 
county a writ of possession commanding him to put the plaintiff in pos- 
session of the said land.. 

From this judgment the defendant appealed. 
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W. A. Smith and C. M. Busbee for defendant. 
No counsel contra. 


(640) Avery, J., after stating the facts: The deed executed in 1867 
was a post-nuptial settlement by which E. L. Trenholm con- 

veyed to his son, 8. D, Trenholm, the land in controversy in trust for — 
the sole use and benefit of his wife, Eliza B. Trenholm, and her heirs 
forever, and authorized and empowered said trustee at any time to 
dispose of the lands . . . when so required by the said Eliza, 
and to invest the proceeds as she might direct. It will be observed, 
also, that the recital ‘with which the deed begins declares that 
“whereas it 1s my desire to secure to Eliza Bonsal, my wife, and to 
her children, a portion of my real property,” etc. Whether a conveyance 
of land or personalty be made before or after marriage, if its purpose 
is to place the property in the hands of a trustee for the sole and sepa- 
rate use of a married woman, the rule which must govern in passing 
upon any attempted alienation by her is that she has no power of dis- 
position except such as is clearly given in the instrument. Kemp v. 
Kemp, 85 N. C., 491; Hardy v. Holly, 84 N. C., 661; Mayo v. Farrar, 
ante 66; Knox v. Jordan, 58 N. C., 175. The power to convey was con- 
ferred upon 8. D. Trenholm, and was to be exercised by him “when so 
required” by his mother, the cestuz que trust. The trustee has never 
conveyed and she has never, so far as we are informed, requested him 
to do so. As no authority to dispose of the property 1s conferred upon 
her by the deed of settlement, her attempted conveyance to the plaintiff 
Monroe was clearly ineffectual to transfer any estate, either legal or 
equitable, to either of the plaintiffs. Kemp v. Kemp, Hardy v. Holly, 
Mayo, v. Farrar, supra. 

The cause is entitled “William Monroe, trustee, H. E. Grimball and 
others against 8. D. Trenholm,” both in the caption of the summons and 
complaint, and we have made a fruitless examination of the pleadings 
to ascertain who were, or were Intended to be, the other parties plaintiff. 

The inference is fairly deducible from the fact that Mrs. E. B. 
(641) Trenholm is designated in the complaint not as a plaintiff, but 

as “his (defendant’s) cestuc gue trust mentioned in Exhibit ‘B’”’; 
that she, at least has never been made a party at all. As neither of the 
plaintiffs acquired any interest in the land by the attempted conveyance 
of Mrs. E. B. Trenholm, in disregard of the mode of alienation pointed 
out In the instrument under which she held, it 1s manifest that they. are 
not entitled to recover possession in this action. It is equally clear that 
the plaintiff Monroe has acquired no right under this pretended or in- 
tended conveyance to call upon the defendant to divest himself of the 
legal title and the trusts coupled with it by his father in the settlement. 
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If S. D. Trenholm wrongfully withholds the possession or profits of the 
land from the cestui que trust, Mrs. E. B. Trenholm, the courts may 
discuss or point out her remedy when she alleges and proves that he has 
so wronged her, but not at the request of a stranger to the instrument, 
who volunteers to ask redress for her. If by reason of his habits, or for 
other sufficient cause, the defendant has become incompetent or unfit to 
execute the trust with which he was clothed by the deed, it is the right 
of Mrs. E. B. Trenholm, not of one who has no interest in the property, 
to ask in the way appointed by law for his removal and the substitution 
of a more suitable person in his place. As she is not before the court 
‘complaining of a refusal on the part of the defendant to execute a 
voluntary conveyance to William Monroe in trust for H. E. Grimball at 
her request, we are not required, if we are at liberty, to determine 
whether the deed of settlement restricted her authority to the right to 
require a sale for reinvestment, or conferred upon her the power to 
direct and compel the execution by the trustee of a voluntary conveyance 
to such one of her children as she should select as the object of her 
bounty. | 

Upon the admissions in the pleadings the action should have (642) 
been dismissed and judgment rendered in favor of the defendant 
for the costs. 

REVERSED. 


Cited: Broughton v. Lane, 113 N. C., 18; Monroe v. Trenholm, 114 
N. C., 590; Kirby v. Boyette, 116 N. C., 167; S. c., 118 N.C. 257; 
Shannon v. Lamb, 126 N. C., 48; Cameron v. Hicks, 141 N. C., 28, 30. 


R. D. HICKS y. D. A. BEAM, 
Action by Infant—Defense—Watver of Plea—Practice. 


1, The right to avoid a contract on the ground of the disability of nonage is a 
peculiar personal privilege of the infant, though if he bring suit in his 
own name, or next friend, for services rendered another, the decree will 
be conclusive on him as well as the defendant, 


2, Where an infant, without the intervention of a guardian or next friend, 
undertakes to prosecute his suit in his own name, the debtor has a right 
to object to his recovery, since the infant may repudiate the judgment if 
rendered before his majority, but such objection must be interposed in apt 
time and in the prescribed mcde, which is by plea in abatement or by 
defense set up in the answer and before the trial on the merits. 
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3. Where, in an action by an infant in his own name against defendant for 
services rendered, the defendant relied upon a general denial of the © 
indebtedness as his sole defense, thereby waiving objection to plaintiff's 
disability to sue: Held, that a motion to dismiss the action after the tes- 
timony was all in was made too late to be entertained. 


4. Where an infant institutes an action in his.own name, and arrives at full 
age before the trial, the judgment is binding on both plaintiff and de- 
fendant. 


(643) Actron tried on appeal from a justice of the peace at the Fall 
| Term, 1892, of Cirvetann, before Graves, J. 

The plaintiff complained in the justice’s court that the defendant was 
indebted to him for work and labor done, in the sum of $80. The 
defendant denied that he owed the plaintiff anything. On the trial in 
the Superior Court the plaintiff was introduced as a witness in his own 
behalf, and under cross-examination swore that at the time he instituted 
this action he was under twenty-one years of age, and had attained his 
majority only a month or so prior to the trial of the case on appeal in 
the Superior Court; that he had neither general nor testamentary 
guardian. On the redirect examination he swore that he was an orphan 
and had been for some four or five years, and that during that time he © 
had acted as his own man, contracting and attending to his own busi- 
ness. It was admitted that this suit was not brought by a next friend, 
but in the name of the plaintiff alone. 

At the close of the evidence, counsel for the defendant moved to dis- 
miss the action for want of jurisdiction and for failure of plaintiff to 
institute his sult In proper manner, viz., by a next friend, duly appointed 
by the court. The motion was denied, and defendant excepted. The 
jury rendered a verdict for $55.40, and there was judgment accordingly. 
Motion for a new trial was refused, and defendant appealed. 


R. L. Ryburn for defendant. 
No counsel contra. 


Avery, J. The defendant, having contracted to compensate the plain- 
tiff for his services, which were subsequently rendered, could not avoid 
the obligation to pay the debt by setting up the plea of plaintiff’s infancy. 
The right to avoid the contract on that account was a peculiar personal 
privilege of the infant. Brown’s Domestic Rel., p. 106; 10 A. & E., 637. 

While the disability continued, therefore, ee contract in this 
(644) case was binding upon the defendant, though the infant was left 
at liberty to either affirm or repudiate it, at his option, on arriv- 
ing at full age. Where, however, suit is brought for the services of an 
infant in his own name by his guardian or next friend, the decree is 
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conclusive on him, as well as the party for whom he performs the labor, 
though he might, if no action had been instituted, have disaflirmed the 
contract on which it was founded, on arriving at se Webster v. 
Page, 54 Lowa, 461. 

When the infant, without the intervention of guardian or next friend, 
undertakes to prosecute his suit in his own name only, the debtor has a 
right to object to his recovery, because the judgment, like the contract, 
may be repudiated or affirmed and enforced at the election of the former, 
if rendered before his majority. Schouler Domestic Rel., sec. 268; Tate 
v. Mott, 96 N. C., 19. But such objection must be interposed in apt 
time and in the prescribed mode, which is by plea in abatement, so as 
to afford an opportunity to the plaintiff, on such terms as the court may 
deem just, to amend by inserting the name of a guardian or next friend, 
-and thus obviating the difficulty. Schouler, supra, sec. 449, pp. 449 
and 450; Blood v. Harrington, 8 Pick. (Mass.), 552; Young v. Young, 
3 N. H., 345; Drago v. Moso, 1 Speer L. (S. C.), 212. The defendant 
relied upon a general denial, which was equivalent to a plea of nal debet, 
and, the subject-matter of the action being within the jurisdiction of the 
court, the defendant would have been required, under the old rules of 
pleading, to have filed a formal plea in abatement, in order to avail 
himself of the objection to the disdbility of the plaintiff. Branch v. 
Houston, 44 N. C., 85; Clark v. Cameron, 26 N. C., 161. Under the 
new system, however, such a defense must be in some way (though 
informally) set up in the answer and insisted on before the trial (645) 
on the merits, and if not so pleaded it will be considered as 
waived. Hawkins v. Hughes, 87 N. C., 115; Blackwell v. Dibbrell, 103 
N. C., 270; Montague v. Brown, 104 N. C., 161; Harrison v. Hoff, 102 
N. C., 126; Pom. R. and R., sec. 721. 

The defendane’ in the case " under consideration might have set up this 
preliminary defense along with the general denial, either by memo- 
randa in the nature of a plea or by an answer in the justice’s court, or 
after, appeal in the Superior Court by leave, and, under the rule laid 
down in the cases which we have cited, it was his right to demand that 
the defense be passed upon in some way before the trial on the merits. 
Following the suggestion made in Blackwell v. Dibbrell, supra, the jury 
might have been instructed that if they should respond to the issue 
involving the question, whether the plaintiff was an infant, in the. 
affirmative, it would be unnecessary to proceed further and pee: upon 
-those involving the merits. 

It was too late to raise the question by motion to dismiss after the 
testimony bearing upon the merits had been heard. The defendant may 
ordinarily get the benefit of the objection that the plaintiff is an infant 
by motion to amend at this stage of the proceeding, if the court in its 
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discretion allows the amendment. Tredwell v. Broder, 3 E. D. Smith 
(N. Y.), 597. But where the disability still continues, when such 
motion is made, the usual practice of the court is to protect the infant 
by allowing him also to amend his summons and complaint by inserting 
the name of a guardian or next friend. Schouler, supra, sec. 449. The 
defendant had waived objection to the disability, while it existed, by 
entering and relying upon a general denial of indebtedness as his sole 
defense, and after the evidence had been heard upon the merits it was 
in this particular case too late to raise it then, even by motion to 
(646) amend, because, meantime, pending the action, the plaintiff had 
"arrived at full age and had ratified and affirmed all that had 
been done by his attorney for him in the previous stages of the proceed- 
ing by persisting in the prosecution of the action. Where an infant 
institutes an action in his own name, if before judgment he attains full 
age, or the court allows an amendment to the pleadings, inserting the 
name of a guardian or next friend, in either event the judgment is bind- 
ing, both upon the infant and the defendant. Reed v. Rossie, 47 Hun, 
153; Webster v. Page, supra. 
No ERROR. 


Cited: Carroll v. Montgomery, 128 N. C., 279; Smith v. Lumber Co., 
140 N. C., 378; McAfee v. Gregg, ib., 449. 


* THOMAS M. YOUNG v. J. B. CONNELLY ET At. 


Judgment—Docketing—Duty of Clerk—Inability of Sureties on 
Official Bond. 


1. Where, by consent of parties, a judge of the Superior Court signed a judg- ~ 
ment at chambers after the adjournment of court, leaving blanks for the 
insertion of the amount of costs and referee’s fee, and sent the same to 
the clerk of the Superior Court, directing him to fill up the blanks and file 
the judgment, after consulting with counsel as to the amount of the 
referee’s fee, and counsel agreed upon the fee and notified the clerk and 
requested him to docket the judgment at once, which he failed to do prior | 
to the probate and registration of a deed of conveyance of all of his prop- 
erty by one of the defendants in said judgment: Held, that the failure. of 
the clerk, under the circumstances, to docket the judgment was such a 
breach of official duty as to render the sureties on his official bond liable 
for any loss resulting to plaintiff therefrom. 


* AveRY, J., did not sit on the hearing of this appeal. 
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2. The failure of a judge to adjudicate as to costs does not affect or render 
invalid as a final judgment an adjudication upon another matter em- 
braced therein. . 


3. The compensation of a referee is a part of the costs of an action in which 
a reference has been ordered, and was fixed by statute (C. C. P., sec. 533), 
unless otherwise agreed upon by the parties; and it was the duty of the 
clerk to tax such costs, subject, of course, to the revision of the judge. 


Appear at August Term, 1892, of Irepexr, from Boykin, J. (647) 

Upon an intimation by his Honor that, upon the evidence intro- 
duced, they could not recover, the plaintiffs submitted to a nonsuit, and — 
appealed. | 

The facts necessary to an understanding of the decision are fully 
stated in the opinion of Associate Justice MacRae. 


J.B. Armfield and T. B. Bailey for plaintiff. 
Robbins & Long and Bingham & Caldwell for defendants. 


MacRagz, J. This was an action upon the official bond of J. B. Con- 
nelly, clerk of Iredell Superior Court, to recover damages for the 
alleged default in said clerk in failing to docket a judgment in favor of 
the plaintiff and against Margaret J. Young, guardian, J. H. Dalton, 
and others, it being alleged in substance that the said Dalton was solvent 
at the time of the rendition of said judgment, but that before the same 
was docketed, so as to constitute a lien upon his lands, the said Dalton 
had conveyed and assigned all of his property by deed of trust; that the 
other defendants are insolvent, and that by reason of the failure of said 
clerk to docket said judgment, as he was bound by law to do, the plaintiff 
had lost the fruits of his judgment against the said Dalton. His 
Honor intimated, after hearing the evidence, that the alleged (648) 
judgment had never become a judgment of this Court, and that 
upon the whole evidence the plaintiff could not recover. Whereupon 
the plaintiff submitted to a nonsuit and appealed. 

On a case coming before us in this form it is necessary for us to state 
the whole evidence in the most favorable light in which it can be viewed 
for the plaintiff. Gibbs v. Lyon, 95 N. C., 146. 

It is admitted by the pleadings “that at November Term, 1887, of the 
Superior Court of Iredell County the plaintiff, Thomas M. Young, 
recovered a judgment against Margaret J. Young, who was the guardian 
of the said Thomas M. Young, and John H. Dalton and P. B. Kennedy, 
guardian of A. L. Young, lunatic, for the sum of $2,793.01, with interest 
on $2,028.87, principal, from 18 September, 1881, until paid, with costs 
of the case, amounting to @........ ; that said judgment was rendered by 
Clark, then judge of the Superior Court, at. chambers in Lexington, on .- 
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10 December, 1887, he having heard’said action at said time and place, 
by the consent of the parties, it being heard upon exceptions filed to the 
~ report and account stated by the referee MneroLOtOrS appointed by the 
- court.” 

The contention of defendants was, that this teat was never com- 
pleted; that there were certain blanks to be filled before the paper- 
writing became the judgment of the court; that said blanks had never 
been filled, and that it had not become the duty of the clerk to socks 
the same as a judgment of the court. 

We may gather from the testimony, taken most favorably to the 
plaintiff, the conclusion of the judgment was as follows: “The plaintiff, 
Thomas M. Young, will recover of defendants $2,793.01, of which 

$2,028.87 is principal money and draws interest from 18 Septem- 

(649) ber, 1881, until paid, together with the costs of this action, to be 
| taxed by the clerk. The es A. L. Coble, 1s aeons the sum 
Ol Dinas pO. DE PAI (OY ita iteluisintan 

No question was made, nor could it have been made, upon the power 
of the judge, by consent of counsel on each side, to take the papers and 
render his judgment in another county, to be entered upon the record 
of the term and of the county at which the case was heard. Shackelford 
v. Miller, 91 N. ©., 181; McDowell v. McDowell, 92 N. C., 227. His 
Honor returned the papers, with his judgment, to the clerk of Iredell, 
and directed the clerk, by a letter, which has been lost, “to see counsel; 
that he thought referee’s fees ought to be divided between the parties; 
that if they so agreed, insert the same, and docket; if they did not agree 
to divide the fee, then to charge the fee against defendant, and docket.” 
“He did not instruct the clerk to fill in the blanks and then docket.” 
This is according to‘the testimony of Mr. Turner, one of plaintiff’s 
counsel. 

According to the testimony of defendant Connelly, the letter stated 
“that I would see in the judgment roll the amount of allowance to 
referee Coble, ........ dollars; that the amount of said allowance was to be 
agreed upon by attorneys for plaintiff and defendant. In said letter he 
instructed me when said allowance was agreed upon and inserted, then 
I should record the judgment roll upon the minutes of the court.” The 
recollection of Clark, J., according to his testimony, was that upon the 
hearing, counsel stated they would agree upon the compensation of 
referee, and he left the amount blank m the judgment and wrote Con- 
nelly to get consent to fill it up and then file the judgment. While there 
is no very great difference between the witnesses upon this point, prob- 
ably the testimony of Clark, J., states it most favorably for plaintiff. 

It appears, further, by the testimony that counsel on both 
. (650) sides went to the clerk’s office after the judgment was received, 
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having agreed upon the amount to fill in the blank, $75; that Mr. 
Furches, counsel for defendants, suggested that the blank be filled 
in then; that Mr. Turner, counsel for plaintiff, postponed it until he 
could consult with his associate counsel, and, after such consultation, on 

a subsequent day, went to the clerk’s office oa directed him to fill the 
Blac: and docket it, and he promised to do it. 

Mr. Turner further testifies to his having gone to the clerk two or 
three times before 1 February and requested him to docket the judgment, 
and the clerk having promised to docket it. 

So it seems in this view of the testimony that it was the duty of the 
clerk to have filled ‘the blanks and docketed the judgment. The referee’s 
fee was a part of the costs. It was necessary for the clerk to tax the 
costs and insert the amount in the entry of judgment in addition to 
the sum adjudged by his Honor. The Code, sec. 532. The clerk had 
been informed of the amount of the fee. There was nothing further 
to be done than the ministerial act of the clerk to tax costs and docket 
the judgment. It was the duty of the clerk, when the judgment was 
received by him, to have taxed the. costs. Under the direction of the 
judge he should have notified counsel, and if they did not agree upon 
the allowance to the referee he should have fixed it according to the 
law as it then was (Bat. Rev., ch. 17, sec. 285), and taxed it in the bill 
of costs, and docketed the ‘idoment. The Code, sec. 433. 

According to the approved forms of judgments in North Carolina, as 
laid down in Eaton’s Forms, the standard authority, often approved, 
the judgment was rendered for the debt or damage, “and for costs.” In 
practice frequently it was added, “to be taxed by the clerk,” but 
whether the last words were used or not, it was the duty of the clerk 
to tax them, subject, of course, to the revision of the judge, as 
witness the frequent motions to retax the costs. (651) 

The judgment consisted of two several and independent parts. 

It might have been good as to one and erroneous as to the other. Moore 
v. Ingram, 91 N. C., 876. Even a failure to adjudicate as to costs 
would not have affected the incemeny as a final one. Peterson v. Vann, 
83 N. C., 118. 

At fhe time of the rendition of this judgment the law fixed the com- 
pensation of the referee unless otherwise agreed upon by the parties. 
C. C. P., sec. 533. There was no ground for delay in docketing in the 
face of the repeated requests of plaintiff’s counsel and the agreement of 
counsel as to the amount of the allowance. 

The defense set up for failure to docket, that the fees were not paid 
or tendered, was expressly waived in this Court. 
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The official bonds of the clerk of 1886 and 1887 were conditioned, 
among other things, for the discharge of all the duties required of him 
as clerk by law. 

If his Honor’s opinion, that upon the evidence plaintiff was not en- 
titled to recover, may be construed to mean that the failure on his 
part to docket the judgment was not such a breach of duty as to render 
his sureties liable, we cannot concur with him; it was a duty, as we 
have seen, specially imposed by statute. 

There are other questions raised by the pleadings which will neces- 
sarily be passed upon in a subsequent trial. 

His Honor having erred in his intimation, upon which the judgment 
of nonsuit was entered, there must be a 

New TRIAL. 


Cited: Daniel v. Grizzard, 117 N. C., 109; Stanley v. Baird, 118 
N. C., 83; Bank v. Gilmer, vb., 670; Cobb v. Rhea, 187 N. C., 298. 


(652) 
J. H. GARRISON v. J. H. TINLEY anp J. H. JUSTICE. 


Ejectment—Evidence—E stop pel. 


1. Where, in an action to recover land, a record of proceedings for the sale 
of land to which plaintiff was a party, was relied upon as an estoppel 
against the plaintiff, and there was nothing in the record to show that 
the land to which the proceedings related was the same as the land for 
which this action was brought: Held, that such record cannot be ad- 
mitted as an estoppel against the plaintiff. 


2. Recitals in a deed made by a commissioner of court in aeoteenies to 
which plaintiff was a party, containing no reference to the description of 
the land described in the petition, are not evidence of-the identity of 
the land sued for with that described in the petition. 


Action for the recovery of land, tried before Bynum, J., and a jury, 
at the Fall Term, 1891, of Henprrson. 

The plaintiff, by a regular chain of title, showed title in himself and 

a prima facie right to recover. 

(653) In his chain of title plaintiff showed a bond for title to his 

| grantor, T. C. Bradley, dated 6 March, 1877, and a deed in pur- 
suance of said bond dated 14 June, 1881, ad a deed to himself from 
T. C. Bradley dated 10 November, 1890. 
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The defendants introduced a deed from T. J. Rickman, administrator 
of J. H. Bradley, to J. H. Justice, dated 2 August, 1886, which it was 
admitted covered the locus in quo. 

The defendants then offered the records and proceedings of the | 
Superior Court of Henderson County in the case of T. J. Rickman, 
administrator of J. H. Bradley, against N. H. Bradley and others, 
including T. C. Bradley, who is admitted to be the same person from 
whom plaintiff claims title. 

These proceedings seem to be regular—all the defendants served with 
summons and all necessary orders made for the sale of the land of 
J. H. Bradley, the intestate, for assets, the report of sale to defendant 
J. H. Justice, and order of confirmation—except the writ of possession 
issued by the clerk, which the court does not approve, but which 
has no effect upon the question now before it. (654) 

The description in the petition of the land sought to be sold 
differs from that in the deed made in pursuance thereof. That in the 
petition is as follows: “A certain lot or parcel of land lying between 
Broad River and the Asheville and Rutherfordton road (Hickory Nut 
Gap road), just below Broad River bridge, it being the lot upon which 
the said J. H. Bradley did business just prior to his death, containing 
about one-half acre, or thereabout.” The description in the deed from 
T. J. Rickman, administrator, to J. H. Justice is as follows: “A tract 
or parcel of land in the county of Henderson and State of North Caro- 
lina, adjoining the lands of and being part of the John Casey lands, 
and others, and bounded as follows, viz.: Beginning at a maple on the 
Broad River, near the Broad River bridge, and runs nearly north to the 
turnpike road; thence east with the road to the branch; thence with the 
branch to the river; thence with the river to the beginning, containing | 
one acre, more or ices being the property where the said J. H. Bradley 
lived up to the time of his death.” 

The defendants offered the deed and record above for the purpose of 
showing that the title to the land in dispute had been adjudicated as 
being in J. H. Bradley, deceased, at his death, and that plaintiff, claim- 
ing under T. C. Bradley, subsequent to said proceedings, was bound by 
them, and estopped to deny the title of J. H. Justice. The plaintiff 
objected to the introduction of said records upon many grounds not 
necessary now to be stated. 

The defendants failed to show any title either in law or equity to this 
land in the name of J. H. Bradley, and relied solely upon the estoppel 
to defeat the plaintiff’s claim. 

In deference to an intimation of the court the plaintiff suffered a 
nonsuit and appealed. 
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(655) J. M. Gudger, Sr., for plainirff. 
7 W. A. Smath and Busbee & Busbee for Tas 


MacRag, J., after stating the facts as above: There is no testimony 
to show that the land described in the petition is the same as that for 
the possession of which this action is brought, unless it be that the 
recitals in the deed from Rickman, administrator, to Justice, are evl- 
_ dence to connect the two descriptions; and we know of no rule of evi- 
dence nor statute, as in the case of burned records (The Code, sec. 69), 
to impart this extraordinary effect to said recitals, the same making 
no reference to the description in the petition. It follows that the 
record relied on as an estoppel may relate to an entirely different tract 
of land. This renders it unnecessary for us to consider the interesting 
questions presented on the argument. | 

Taking the. evidence, as we must do, in ve most favorable view for 
the plaintiff in which it could be considered, there was error in the 
intimation of his Honor. The judgment of nonsuit must be reversed — 

and a new trial granted. 
° New Tria. 


(656) | 
: LOOKOUT LUMBER COMPANY vy. ¥F. T. SANFORD E&T AL. 


Milconpnastiies Dien Wafopcenne= 0 onsen aalion. of Aone: 


1. Where a party had obtained in this Court an affirmance of a judgment 
establishing his subcontractor’s lien against the owner of a building, but 
the cause was remanded for the reason that the contractor was not a 
party, and the plaintiff thereupon brought another action in which the 
contractor was made a party defendant: Held, that the two actions were 
properly consolidated by the court below. 


2. Where, in an action against the owner of a building and the contractor 
by a subcontractor to enforce his lien, the contractor admits his liability 
to plaintiff, and the owner of the building does not resist the judgment 
adjudicating the lien and ordering its enforcement, the defendant con- 
tractor has no right to object to the judgment because the satisfaction of 
the debt which he admits he owes to the subcontractor is imposed upon 
his codefendant, the owner of the building. 


38. The fact that a subcontractor sought in one action to enforce his lien 
against the owner of the building without joining. the contractor, cannot 
estop the plaintiff from recovering a judgment against the contractor in 
another action in which the latter and the owner of the building are 
parties. 


AppEaL at Fall Term, 1892, of McDoweE tt, from Armfield, J. 
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His Honor gave judgment for the plaintiff against the defendant 
Sanford for $2,774.91, and declared the same to be a hen upon the lot 
and buildings thereon Haloneiis to the defendant Marion Hotel and Belt 
Railway Company. 

From this judgment defendant Sanford epee. 

The facts necessary to an understanding of the decision are , sufficiently 
stated in the opinion of Associate Justice Burwell and in the report of 
the case of same plaintiff against Marion Hotel and Belt Railway Com- 
pany, 109 N. C., 658. 


J. 0. L. Bird for plaintiff. 
Cobb & Merrimon for defendant Sanford. 


Burwett, J. When this cause was before the Court at September 
term, 1891 (109 N. C., 658), it was determined that the plaintiff had 
a valid lien on the property of the defendant hotel company, described 
in the complaint, for the sum due to it from the contractor, F. T. San- 
ford, for materials furnished to him and used in the construc- 
tion of buildings on the lot of said defendant. _ (657) 

In the opinion then filed, Chief Justice Merrumon said: “We 
think, however, that the contractor, Sanford, should have been made a 
party defendant, so that the plaintiff might have obtained judgment for 
its claim against him as well as the defendant. He is the principal 
debtor, and the plaintiff must establish his claim against him. This it 
has not done and eannot do until he shall be brought before the court 
in a proper way and have his day in court. He might be able to allege 
and prove that the plaintiff’s claim is unfounded, that he had paid it in 
whole or in part, or make other defense, and thus avoid the lien. He 
should have been, and must yet be, made a party and have a 
to make defense.” 

On 16 December, 1891, the plaintiff issued a summons from dite 
Superior Court of McDowell County, returnable to Spring Term, 
against the hotel company, F. T. Sanford, M. E. Sanford, J. T. Dysart, 
trustee, and the Marion Manufacturing and Improvement Company, 
and in the complaint filed in that action the plaintiff, among other 
allegations, averred (section 2) that the defendant F. T. Sanford owed 
it “on account of said manufactured lumber, doors, sash, ete., the sum 
of $2,511.29, with interest thereon from 10 December, 1890,” and (sec- 
tion 5) “that on 11 August, 1891, the plaintiff commenced a proceeding 
to enforce its lien wpon said land and the unfinished hotel thereon in the 
Superior Court of McDowell County, and at Fall Term, 1891, recovered 
judgment to enforce the same, from which judgment the said Marion 
Hotel and Belt Railway Company appealed to the Supreme Court, 
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which declared the rights of the plaintiff under the lien, but held that 
defendant F. T. Sanford, being the principal debtor, must be brought 
into court and have his day therein, and the. plaintiff must 
(658) establish its claim against him. This action has been com- 
menced in aid of the proceedings to enforce the plaintifi’s lien 
in obedience to the rulings of the Supreme Court, and is intended to 
be joined and consolidated with said proceeding.” 

At Spring Term, 1892, of the Superior Court of McDowell Cie 
on motion of plaintiffs soaneel the action was “consolidated with and 
joined td” the cause first jaatieuted by plaintiff (109 N. C., 658), and 
the plaintiff entered a nolle prosegur: against M. E. Sanford, J. S. 
Dysart, trustee, and the Marion Manufacturing and Improvement Com- 
pany. We think the consolidation of these two actions was entirely 
proper. The cause of action—against the contractor for the debt and 
against the owner to enforce the lien in satisfaction of the debt when 
adjudged—should have been united in one suit. The exception of de- 
fendant Sanford to the order consolidating the actions cannot be sus- 
tained. Hartman v. Spiers, 87 N. C., 28. 

The answer of the defendant Sanford, the contractor, expressly ad- 
mits the truth of the second allegation of the complaint, to wit, that he 
is indebted to the plaintiff as averred. Upon this admission the plain- 
tiff was certainly entitled to a judgment against him for the debt, and 
the contractor’s liability to the subcontractor, the plaintiff, being thus 
established, it only remained for his Honor to direct that the lien 
claimed by the plaintiff and declared valid by the former decision of 
this Court should be enforced against the property of the defendant 
hotel company. From this judgment the hotel company has not ap- 
pealed, recognizing, it seems, that having been notified on 10 December, 
1890, of this liability of the contractor to the subcontractor for ma- 
terials, when it owed the contractor a sum far in excess of the amount 

sued for in this action, its property, in which plaintiff’s ma- 
(659) terials were used, 1s liable therefor under the statute and the 
decisions of this Court. | 

But the defendant Sanford, the contractor, having admitted his in- 
debtedness to plaintiff, objects to the judgment, not because it establishes 
his liability to plaintiff, but because that liability of his is imposed 
upon the property of his codefendant, and he makes the following 
assignments of error: 

“1. That his Honor erred in finding that any sufficient mechanie’s 
or material man’s lien had been filed according to law. 

“2. That his Honor erred in not holding that the plaintiff’s right of 
action was barred by the statute of limitations. 
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“3. That his Honor erred in not holding that the plaintiff was 
estopped by his former action from setting up any claim in this.” 

And an able argument has been made here by his counsel against the 
validity and enforcement of the hen. We do not deem it proper or 
necessary for us to determine the question presented for the reason that 
the hotel company, whose property (not the defendant’s) 1s directed to 
be sold to satisfy the contractor’s hability for materials, has taken no 
exception. There is no contention on the part of any one that the 
debt is barred. It cannot be seriously contended that plaintiff 1s 
estopped to recover a judgment against the defendant contractor for its 
claim against him, because it sought to enforce its lien without making 
him a party defendant. The cause was remanded from this Court to 
the Superior Court in order that the lability of the principal debtor 
(the contractor), if any, might be fixed, and that then that liabilty, if 
adjudged to exist and not paid off by him, might be satisfied by an 
enforcement of the lien claimed by the plaintiff, the regularity and 
validity of which were adjudged by this Court at the former 
hearing of this cause upon the record then presented, which (660) 
adjudication seems to have been satisfactory to the defendant 
hotel company, for from his Honor’s judgment directing that that hen 
shall be enforced it does not appeal. 

AFFIRMED. 


‘PRICE & HESTER v. F. T. SANFORD (APPELLANT); H. A. MCQUADE v. 
F. T. SANFORD (APPELLANT); T. F. RICHARDSON vy. F. T. SANFORD 
(APPELLANT); J. A. GRAHAM vy. F. T. SANFORD (APPELLANT); W. W. 
WEST v. F. T. SANFORD (ApPELLANT); WETZELL & CO. v. F. T. 
SANFORD (APPELLANT). 


Per Crriam. The judgment in each of the above-entitled cases is 
affirmed, the matter involved in each of these appeals being determined 
by the decision rendered in the case of the lumber company against the 
same defendant. The appellant contractor admits his liability for ma- 
terials to the plaintiffs, subcontractors. They have established their 
respective claims against him and they have judgments against the hotel 
company, the other defendant, that they have liens on its property for 
the amounts of their respective judgments against the contractor for 
materials. The hotel company has not appealed. 

AFFIRMED. 
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(661) 
THE RALEIGH AND WESTERN RAILWAY COMPANY v. THE GLENDON 
AND GULF MINING AND MANUFACTURING COMPANY. 


Injunction—Right of Way. 


1. While the fact of insolvency is not decisive of the right to injunctive ae 
yet in some cases it becomes material. 


2. The fact that one railroad occupies land which is claimed by another road 
as its right of way is not in itself an irreparable tort which will justify 
restraining the defendant from using the land until the question of title 
can be tried, especially when it is not alleged that the defendant is in- 
solvent, and where it appears that there is recom on the disputed oop 
tory for the construction of both roads. 


Morrow to continue a restraining order to the hearing, heard before 
Connor, J., at chambers in Oxford, on 28 November, 1892. 

The plaintiff filed affidavits tending to show that it was constructing a 
railroad from Egypt, in Chatham County, to a point in Randolph 
County, and that for the purpose of.a right of way for its road it had 
obtained title to the land in question from the owners thereof; that its 
work of construction was progressing, and that it was now necessary 
that it use the land in dispute to build its road on, as it was completed 
. to this point; that the defendant had, without title, taken forcible pos- 
session of the land, and was now engaged in constructing its road on the 
same land; that at a place on said land it was necessary to cross Tyson’s 
Creek, and that at this point there was not room for both roads to be 
constructed, and that unless the defendant was enjoined, the plaintiff 
would be obliged to stop its work, or to abandon its location and select 
another at very heavy expense. 

The defendant denied these allegations, and introduced evidence tend- 

ing to show a condemnation of said land by it, and also to show 
(662) that there was room at Tyson’s Creek for both roads to cross 
without danger or inconvenience. 

His Honor found that there was room at Tyson’s Creek for both roads 
to cross without going outside of the disputed land, and dissolved the 
order in part, from which the plaintiff appealed. 


T. B. Womack and John Devereux for ee 
W.A. Guthrie for defendant. 


Avery, J. It is not alleged in the affidavits nor was it contended 
upon the argument that the defendant company is insolvent; on the 
contrary, it seems to be conceded that it was able to answer in damages 
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for the alleged trespass on the plaintiff’s right of way. Though the fact 
of such insolvency is not decisive of the right to extraordinary relief, 
yet in some cases it becomes material. If it shall be found upon an 
investigation before a jury that the defendant has constructed a road- 
bed and erected a bridge on land to which the plaintiff has the superior 
title, and has placed the bridge at the only eligible location on the right 
of way previously acquired by plaintiff, then, upon his own showing, 
the latter will suffer no irreparable injury, since it will recover the road- _ 
bed in its finished condition and compensation for any damage incident 
to the wrongful detention of the possession. &. &. v. &. &., 88 N. C., 79. 

Tf, as counsel insist, the case at bar is distinguishable from FR. PR. ». 
R. R., supra, in that the plaintiff is ready and waiting to prosecute the 
work of constructing its roadbed at this very point across the river, the 
answer is that the presiding judge has found as a fact, upon the afh- 
davits and proofs before him, that ‘there is “enough space between de- 
fendant’s crossing on T'yson’s Creek and the bank of Deep River 
at the mouth of said creek to construct another roadbed below (663) 
the defendant’s railroad, without interfering with the defendant’s 
roadbed and trestle.’ Meantime his Honor orders that the defendant 
shall occupy at Tyson’s Creek and the approaches thereto only the road- 
bed constructed and in process of construction, the necessary approaches 
thereto and so much space south of the center of its roadbed as 1t may 
be found actually necessary to occupy in the construction of its road. 
This order is equivalent to a refusal of the injunction for which plaintiff 
prayed as to the line actually adopted and for the most part con- 
structed on the land described in the affidavit, but to granting the order 
as to all disputed territory lying beyond and not necessary to the con- 
struction and use of the defendant’s located line; and therefore the case 
of Durham v. R. R., 104 N. C., 261, where the judge below vacated the 
restraining order as to all that portion of the street lying south of a 
designated boundary and continued the injunction to the hearing as to 
the roadbed, must govern our decision in the case before us. 

Instead of ex parte testimony as to all the questions upon which the 
rights of the parties depend, we shall have after the trial the findings 
of a jury, and if it should appear from the verdict that the plaintiff 
has the better right to the roadbed, the law will allow him amplé com- 
pensation in damages to cover his losses, including the additional cost 
of another crossing over the creek if it should construct it. 

AFFIRMED, 


Cited: Thomason v. R. R., 142 N. C., 3381; Taylor v. Raley, 153 
N. C., 203; Yount v. Setzer, 155 N. C., 218; Rope Co. v. Aluminum 
Co., 165 N. C., 577. | 
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(664) re 
*JAMES W. CULP AnpD Wire v. C. L. STANFORD Et AL. 


Guardian—N Vegligence—liability. 


Where a guardian carelessly and without deliberation, or, at the most, upon 
the hasty and “horseback” opinion of counsel, until then employed by 
the debtor and not by himself, and not by way of compromise of a doubt- 
ful claim, accepted from a solvent debtor half the sum he should have 
collected, he is responsible at the suit of his ward for what he failed or 
neglected to collect. 


Action tried before Graves, J., and a jury, at Fall Term, 1892, of 
MrcKLENBURG. 

The facts in the case are as follows: 

One Thomas Russell made a will appointing D. P. Lee executor. 
He devised certain moneys, about $1,300, to “be equally divided and 
paid over to Philip J. Russell, Miss Mary Russell and the children of 
my niece, Martha, wife of Charles Stanford, in equal portion, share and 
share alike, to them and each and every of them.” The Charles 
Stanford mentioned j is the defendant in this case, and the feme plaintiff 
is his child. He became the guardian of his children, and when he came 
to collect for them what was due by Lee, executor, under the will, there 
was a question raised as to whether the division should be per stirpes or 
per capita, and the advice of Major Dowd, who was a lawyer of un- 
doubted ability and character, but the counsel of the executor, was 
sought. Dowd decided that the division should be made per stirpes, 
and hence Stanford accepted in settlement one-third for all his children, 
and brought no suit for any more, because Dowd advised him that was 

all he was entitled to. Subsequently, in a suit between Culp, 
(665) the present plaintiff, and Lee, the executor, the Supreme Court 

(109 N. C., 675) construed this clause of the will and held that 
the division should have been per capita. 

Judgment was rendered for the plaintiffs for only half of amount 

in hands of executor under the third issue, and judgment for 
(668) defendants as to balance. Plaintiffs excepted and appealed. 


P. D, Walker for plaintiffs. 
EL. T. Cansler and Jones & Tillett for defendants. 


Crark, J. The defendant guardian should have collected for his 
wards two-thirds of the fund. Culp v. Lee, 109 N. C., 675. Instead 
thereof he collected only one-third. In Harris v. Harrison, 78 N. C., 


*BURWELL, J., having been of counsel, did not sit on the hearing of this case. 
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202, it is said: “Both by statute and the decisions of the courts (669) 
the guardian shall endeavor to collect by all lawful 
means his ward’s estate upon pain of being liable if he neglect.” 

It is doubtful, to say the least, if the advice of counsel could be 
a defense where the law in favor of the ward’s right to the fund had 
been so clearly settled by the authorities (cited in Culp v. Lee, ante) 
and the amount collected was only one-half of that due the wards, since 
the construction of the court could have been readily had and would 
have been full protection. Freeman v. Cook, 41 N. C., 3738; Batts v. 
Winstead, 17 N. C., 288; Boulton v. Beard, 3 DeC. M. & G. R., 608. 
In the latter case it was held that the defendant, who made an error in 
. the distribution of the funds of the residuary estate, could not defend 
himself by reason of having acted upon the advice of two eminent 
counsel of the chancery bar. To similar purport is Wade v. Dick, 36 
N. C., 313. 

Inuton v. Wilcox, 83 N. C., 20; Lawrence v, Morrison, 68 N. C., 162, 
and other cases cited by defendant, were instances where the facts were 
doubtful or the chances of recovery uncertain by reason of the insol- 
vency of the defendant. In those cases where the fiduciary uses his 
best judgment and acts upon the advice of good counsel he will not be 
held liable if the event should show he might have recovered more. But 
in the present case there 1s simply a proposition of law which he could 
have submitted to the court. | 

We would not be understood as holding that a fiduciary should ltigate 
every legal question arising. In the majority of instances the advice 
~ of counsel will correctly settle the matter. There are others so doubtful 
or so contingent upon doubtful and unsettled facts, or the amount is so 
small, that he should compromise the matter. . 

But the present was not a compromise. If it be conceded (670) 
that the guardian would have been relieved if he had acted upon 
the advice of counsel, still he did not show reasonable care in this case. 
He did not apply to his own lawyer nor seek out counsel and lay the 
case before him. When the fund was ready to be paid over he simply, 
according to his evidence, asked the counsel of the party paying it over 
what part thereof was coming to his wards, and claims that he paid five 
dollars for the reply. The counsel himself says he has no recollection of 
being asked any question by the guardian and was not paid any fee. 
Though the counsel was a gentleman of recognized eminence in the pro- 
fession, the opinion (if given) seems to have been a reply made, without 
deliberation or reference to the authorities, to one who was not his 
client and for which he says he was not paid. The advice (if given) 
seems to have been off-hand, and what is known in the profession as a 
“horseback opinion.” 
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It was negligence in the defendant to surrender one-half of the fund 
which he should have collected, without more care, deliberation, or 
thought given to the subject than this evidence disclosed. The party 
paying over the fund was solvent, and there was no such doubt as to 
either the law or the facts as called for a compromise. There was, in 
fact, no compromise. The guardian simply, carelessly. and without de- 
liberation and, at the most, upon the hasty opinion of counsel, till then 
employed by the debtor, not by himself, accepted half the sum he should 
have collected. He is responsible for his want of due care. 

REVERSED. 


(671) 7 
D. B. BRISCO & CO. v. J. F. NORRIS er at. 


Deed from Husband to Wife—Action to Set Aside—Fraudulent 
Intent—Hvidence. 


1, Where a husband purchased land with his wife’s separate estate, taking 

_ deed to himself with her consent and agreeing to convey to her at her 

_request, and did so convey to her just before making a general assign- 

ment for benefit of creditors: Held, that in an action by creditors to set 

aside the deed, it was immaterial to inquire as to whether the intent of 

the husband in making the deed to his wife was to hinder and delay his 
creditors. 


2. Costs were properly awarded to the grantee in a deed in an unsuccessful 
action to set aside such deed. 


. Counsel fees, although | prov ided for in a note, cannot be recovered in an 
action on the note. 


ACTION tried at Spring Term, 1892, of McDoweEt1, before Graves, J. 


(676) Gudger & Pritchard and P. J. Sinclair for plaintiffs. 
W. H. Malone for defendants. 


Burweti, J. The jury have found that the land conveyed to his 
wife by Benjamin Aldridge by his deed of 10 July, 1889, was purchased 
with her separate estate and moneys, and the title was put in him by 
consent of his wife upon an agreement then made that he would convey 
said land to her when requested. Upon this state of facts the husband 
held the land as trustee for the wife (Lyon v. Aiken, 78 N. C., 258; 
Kirkpatrick v. Holmes, 108 N. C., 206), and her rights in it were in 
effect the same before the execution of the deed, which is alleged to 
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have been made with fraudulent intent, as they were after its execution 
and delivery. Its effect was merely to vest in her the legal title to the 
land of which she was before the equitable owner, her title being such as 
to enable her, upon the strength of it, to recover the land from her hus- 
band or from any one purchasing of him with notice of her rights 
(Lyon v. Akin, supra), or from any one who had bought the land at a 
sale under execution against her husband, for such purchaser would 
acquire only such title as the husband had. . 

Hence, these facts being established, it became immaterial to inquire 
with what intent the deed was made and accepted, for the substantial 
rights of none of the parties have been changed thereby. 

We agree with his Honor that there was no evidence that Millie Ald- 
ridge consented that the title to this land might remain in her husband 
in order that he might thus acquire a fictitious credit and be enabled 
to defraud the plaintiffs. There was no attempt to prove any act or 
word of hers that in any way could affect her title or estop her from 
asserting it against the plaintiffs or any other of her husband’s 
creditors. * 670) 

The first and second assignments of error cannot, therefore, be 
sustained. | 

There was no error in adjudging costs in favor of the feme defendant. 
The Code, sec. 527. 

The plaintiffs had judgment for the amount of the debt claimed by 
them, with interest. Hence it is not necessary to consider the fourth 
aac pamient of error. They were not entitled to recover the ten per cent 
for counsel fees provided for in the note, even if it had been adjudged 
to be the note of the defendant Aldridge. Tinsley v. Hoskins, 111 
N. C., 340. 

No "ERROR. 


Cited: Turner v. Boger, 126 N. C., 802; Ray v. Long, 128 N. C., 91; 
Bank v. Land Co., tb., 195; S. ¢., 182 N. C., 892. 


A, L. MAXWELL v. JOHN H. TODD ET At. 


4 
Mining Leases—Forfeiture by Nonuser—EHstoppel. 


1. Where a mining lease provides for the payment to lessors of a part of the 
net proceeds of minerals taken from the lands, but contains no stipulation 
for a forfeiture through failure to open and work the mines, the law will 
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construe the contract as if such a:stipulation had been expressly written 
therein, and will adjudge such lease to be forfeited if, within a reason- 
able time, the lessee fails to carry out the purpose of the lease. 


2. Where lessors of mining privileges were in possession of the land covered 
by the lease at the date thereof, and continued in possession, and the lease 
became forfeited by the nonuser and abandonment, according to the terms 
of the contract as construed by the law, no reéntry by lessors was practi- 
cable or necessary, and they or their grantees had a right, without demand 
or notice to the lessees, after such forfeiture, to resist the entry of the 
lessees for mining purposes. 


8. Where an employee or servant of lessees of mining rights works for them 
in exploring the minerals on the land, and afterwards acquires from the 
lessors the mineral rights on the land, he is not estopped from denying 
the title of his former employers to such mineral rights, the lease thereof 
having been forfeited by nonuser. 


(678) Action tried at Spring Term, 1892, of CaLpwestt, before 
: Graves, J. 


(685) Wakefield & Newland and R. Z. Innney for plaintiffs. 
G. N. Folk and W. B. Councill for defendants. 


Burwet., J. The plaintiffs claim the exclusive right to all mines 
and minerals in the land described in the complaint, under and by 
virtue of a mining lease made to them by Elizabeth Gragg and others 
on 19 December, 1879, for the term of ninety-nine years, and also under 
and by virtue of a mining lease made by said Elizabeth Gragg and 
another to one Haigler, dated 24 March, 1866, for the period of twenty- 
five years, the latter lease having been, as they claim, assigned to them, 
in effect, with the assent and concurrence of the lessors, 

The defendants claim all the mines and minerals and all mining 
rights in said land under and by virtue of a deed made to them on 
| 27 May, 1890, by the plaintiffs’ lessors, for the consideration of 

(686) $2,000. 

Since both plaintiffs and defendants claim under the same par- 
ties (the Graggs), the plaintiffs, their titles being anterior, are entitled 
to recover, unless the leases mentioned above have expired or have been 
forfeited or surrendered and should have thus become void. 

The consideration for the lease to plaintiffs was one dollar and their 
agreement to pay to the lessors, their administrators, executors, heirs, 
or assigns, one-tenth part of all the net proceeds of any minerals taken 
from said land, but there is in it no stipulation that a failure to open 
and work the mines shall cause a forfeiture. But the construction put 
upon their contract by the law is the same as if such a stipulation had 
been expressly written therein, for, as was said in Conrad v. Morehead, 
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89 N. C., 31, of a similar lease: “It would be unjust and unreasonable, 
and contravene the nature and spirit of the lease, to allow the lessee to 
continue to hold his term a considerable length of time without making 
any effort at all to mine for gold or other metals. Such a construction 
of the rights of the parties would enable him to prevent the lessor from 
getting his tolls under the express covenant to pay the same, and deprive 
him of all opportunity to work the mine himself or permit others to do 
so. The law does not tolerate such practical absurdity, nor will it per- 
mit the possibility of such injustice.” 

His Honor construed the contract under consideration according to 
the principle announced in the case cited above, and told the jury that 
a failure on the part of the lessees to work the mines for five years would 
cause a forfeiture, of which the lessors might take advantage if they 
saw fit soto do, Certainly the plaintiffs have no right to complain that 
the period fixed by his Honor (five years) was too short. No reéntry 
by lessors was practicable or necessary. They were in possession of the 
land at the date of the lease, and thereafter continued in posses- 
sion, that possession being subject to the mining rights of the (687) 
plaintiffs until those rights were lost to them by nonuser and 
abandonment, according to the terms of the contract as construed by 
the law. They were presumed to know what meaning the law put upon 
the expressed. terms of that contract, and that, without any claim or 
demand or_ notice, the lessors, after such nonuser for an unreasonable 
time, could resist their entry for mining purposes, their rights having 
been forfeited. And if the lessors could resist an entry by plaintiffs, 
certainly the defendants, the grantees of those lessors, may avail them- 
selves of the forfeiture and resist any interference by plaintiffs with 
the rights they have purchased, unless their relation to the plaintiffs 
was such as estops them from asserting an adverse title; and his Honor’s 
instructions to the jury in regard to such estoppel aoe correct, 

The jury having found the fourth and fifth issues in defendants’ 
favor—that is, that the leases under which plaintiffs claim are void— 
and this, as we have seen, under proper instructions, the plaintiffs can- 
not recover, and the judgment must be affirmed. 

We deem it unnecessary to consider separately each exception to the 
charge made by plaintiffs as to what has been said above, which is, 
indeed, but.a reiteration of the principle announeed in Conr ad v. More- 
head, supra, and seems to meet all their objections. We note that some 
of the exceptions seem not applicable to the een of his Honor as set 
out in the case, 

No ERROR. 


Cited: Hawkins v. Pepper, 117 N. ©., 414. 
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(688) 
JOSIAH RABY v. R. K.’ REEVES. 


Hasement—Covenant Running with Land. 


1. Where, in the grant of an easement, a reservation is made by the grantor 
of a yearly sum to be paid him, it is a covenant, and the grantor may 
bring an action of debt for the nonpayment of the sum so reserved. Such 
covenant runs with land to which it is appurtenant, and a subsequent 
purchaser of the land takes it subject to the burden of the easement, and 
is entitled to collect the compensation. 


2. The grantee who accepts and acts under a deed granting an easement and 
reserving rental is bound by its covenants. 


Action to recover for use of right of way over plaintiff’s land, tried 
at Spring Term, 1892, of Macon, before Hoke, J., on defendant’s mipeal 
from a justice if the peace. - 

Plaintiff offered in evidence a deed from Elijah Raby and wife to the 
defendant, dated 25 April, 1885, granting the right of way over lands 
to be utilized in the construction of a ditch for the transportation of 
water, and reserving a yearly rental of $20. He also offered in evidence 
a deed from Elijah Raby and wife to himself, dated 11 June, 1887, 
conveying the land, over which the right of way had been granted, to 
the defendant. Witnesses testified that the water was conveyed over the 
land to a mine owned by defendant, who was in the habit of coming to 
the mine; knew the water was being brought over the land for the 
operation of the mine; had paid off employees hired by the operator; 
had witnessed the digging of the ditch, and sent for tools, and otherwise 

concerned himself about the construction of the ditch, and had 
(689) paid rent for the years 1886 and 1889. 

The court charged the jury that the contract created a right 
appurtenant to the land, and the right to recover the rent passed to 
plaintiff on the execution of the deed conveying the land; and that if 
the defendant entered into the contract as set up in the instrument from 
Elijah Raby and wife to R. K. Reeves, then he (Reeves) would be 
responsible to the plaintiff for the rent accrued to time this action 
brought, and unpaid for time mine was operated after plaintiff pur- 
chased and paid last payment, to wit, 1890 and 1891, and at rate of 
$20 per annum, the contract rate; that if defendant Reeves accepted, 
used and took advantage of the right of way, knowing that such a con- 

tract had been made in his name, this would be a ratification 
(690) of the contract, and he would be responsible for rents at the 
ont act rate. 
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There was a verdict for the plaintiff for $20 for amount of 1890 and 
1891, with interest on each amount from maturity. 
There was judgment on verdict for plaintiff. Appeal by defendant. 


J. F. Ray for plamtsff. 
Jones & Daniel for defendant. 


Suepuerp, C. J. It is laid down in 8 Bacon’s Abridgment, Letter 8, 
Title Rent, that, ‘as a general rule, no rent can issue out of an incor- 
poreal inheritance which lies in grant, because they are such things 
in their nature as a man can never recur to for a distress.” It is also 
stated by the same author that “if a lease by deed for years of an incor- 
poreal inheritance be made—reserving rent—such reservation is good 
by way of contract to bind lessee, and for nonperformance lessor may 
bring debt.” | 

So, it seems, that in the present case, when the easement was granted, 
reserving $20 per year, it was not rent, but a covenant, for the non- 
payment of which the grantor might have brought an action of debt. 

Is this covenant a mere personal one, or does it run with the land? 
We think that the plaintiff grantee took the land subject to the ease- 
ment, and if he interfered with its use the grantee of the easement would 
have an action against him. Being thus subject to the burden, he should, 
under the circumstances of this case, share the benefit and be entitled to 
collect the compensation. 

As to the other point, his Honor very properly held that if the (691) 
defendant accepted and acted under the deed, he was bound by 
its covenants. Fort v. Allen, 110 N. C., 183. 

We also concur in the ruling that there was evidence tending to show 
such acceptance, ete. 

No ERROR. 


Cited: Lumber Co. v. Hudson, 1538 N. C., 100. 


W. A. WOLF & CO. v. J. W. L. ARTHUR. 
Fraudulent Intent—Evidence. 


1. No question is competent which puts the witness, in giving an answer to it, 
in the place of the jury, or offers his opinion for their adoption upon a 
matter involved in the issues, or upon some question of fact to be passed 
upon by them preliminary to a finding upon an issue; therefore, 
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2. Where, in a proceeding to determine the validity of an order of arrest, the 
issue was as to whether a deed had been executed by the defendant with 
intent to defraud his creditors, etc., it was error to permit the grantees to 
answer a question whether the trade between them and defendant was a 
bona fide transaction and without fraud. 


Morton to vacate an order of arrest, heard, upon the submission of 
an issue of fraud to the jury, at Fall Term, 1892, of Swarn, before 
Bynum, J. 

The following issue was prepared by the court and submitted-to the 
jury, to wit: “Did the defendant, J. W. L. Arthur, dispose of his prop- 
erty to Collins and Allison with an intent to defraud his creditors?” 

Counsel for defendant Arthur proposed to ask the witness Collins 
“whether the trade between witness and Arthur was a bona fide trans- 

action,” to which question the plaintiffs objected—(1) because it 
(692) was asking the witness to state a conclusion of law; (2) it was. 

asking the witness to state an opinion, and not facts. Counsel 
for defendant proposed to ask the same question of the witness Allison, 
and to this question the plaintiffs interposed the same objections and 
upon the same grounds; both of which objections were overruled, to 
which the plaintiffs excepted, and the said witnesses were allowed to 
testify that said transaction was bona fide and without fraud. 

The jury responded to the issue in the negative, and from a judgment 
vacating the order of arrest, the plaintiffs appealed. 


Fry & Newby for plaintoffs. 
No counsel contra. 


Avery, J., after stating the facts: No question is competent which 
puts the witness, in giving an answer to it, in the place of the jury and 
substitutes his opinion for theirs, or offers his opinion for their adop- 
tion, upon a matter involved in the issues, or upon some question of fact 
to be passed upon by them preliminary to a finding upon an issue. 
Best on Ev., sec. 512. The inquiry to which the attention of the jury 
was being directed was whether a deed was executed in good faith by 
Arthur, the defendant, to the witness and one Allison, or with intent to 
hinder, delay or defraud his creditors. As to a question of fact, the 
intent of Arthur was actually known only by himself, and the jury could 
not form an opinion as to his bona fides, except upon his direct denial 
or admission, or upon circumstances related by other witnesses tending 
to show his intent. The witness Collins was competent to show his own 
good faith and to negative the expression to himself of a purpose on 
the part of Arthur to defraud his creditors or to prove any circum- 
stance calculated to throw light upon the intent of Arthur. When, 
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however, the question was so framed that Collins was left at (693) 
liberty to declare that Arthur acted in good faith, he stated what 

he could not know—what must have been his opinion, either as a fact or 
upon the law arising on the facts. The presiding judge would not have 
been warranted in stating to the jury what his conclusions of law and 
fact were, and the witness could not be permitted to give his opinion as 
to the existence or absence of a fraudulent purpose, which opinion must 
have been founded upon the testimony of other witnesses, or his own 
knowledge of circumstances which he was at liberty, in response to 
proper questions, to impart to the jury. Of course, he could not be 
allowed, in the face of objection, first to usurp the province of the jury 
and find the facts, and then the office of the judge, and give an opinion 
upon the law arising on his own findings. 

Since we are of opinion that there was error In admitting the testi- 
mony to which objection was made, it is not necessary to pass upon the 
other assignments of error, and upon the record sent up we might fall 
into error in doing so. But the attention of the parties may with pro- 
priety be called to the probable bearing of the opinions in Beasley v. 
Bray, 98 N. C., 266, and in Barber v. Bujffaloe, 111 N. C., 206, upon the 
right of a debtor to assign or sell his goods after execution has been 
issued on a docketed judgment. 

For error in the admission of the testimony mentioned, there must be a 

New TRIAL. 


Cited: Tillett v. R. R., 118 N. C., 1042; Marks v. Cotton Mills, 135 
N. C., 289; Taylor v. Security Co., 145 N. C., 396. 


| (694) 
H. E. SONDLEY vy. CITY OF ASHEVILLE. 


Appeal—Verbal Agreement of Counsel—fule of Court. | 


1. The statutory requisites as to appeals cannot be dispensed with, except with — 
the assent of counsel entered in the record or evidenced by writing. Rule 
39 of Supreme Court. 


2. An alleged verbal agreement between counsel, if denied, will be deemed as 
legally nonexistent. 


Action tried at December Term, 1892, of Buncomsgz, before Bynum, 
J., and a jury, the object being to recover damages accruing to plaintiff 
from the condemnation of her land for a street. The assessors awarded 
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her $2,000, and on appeal by the defendant to the Superior. Court the 
same damages were allowed by the jury, and from a judgment for the 
same, defendant appealed. 

The transcript of the record was duly docketed here, and when the 
case was reached in its order at this term, at which the appeal stood 
regularly for trial, the appellee moved to affirm the judgment below, 
upon the ground that there was no case on appeal and no errors appar- 
ent upon the face of the record proper. The appellant moved for a. 
certiorart, filing affidavits of counsel that there was an agreement of © 
counsel to extend the time for serving case on appeal and a waiver of 
service by an officer, as required by statute. The Code, sec. 597; 8. v. 
Price, 110 N. C., 599. These allegations are not only not admitted, but 
are squarely met by affidavits denying such agreement by counsel of 
the oLE oe party. 


(695) W. W. Jones for plainteff. 
Cobb & Merrimon for defendant. 


Criark, J., after stating the facts: Rule 39 of this Court (104 N. C., 
927) provides: “The Court will not recognize any agreement of counsel 
in any case, unless the same shall appear in the record or in writing, 
filed in the cause in this Court.” This had long before been the estab- 
lished rule, and recognized as binding by many decisions. Under it, 
certiorart, in a case like the present, was again denied as recently as 
Graves v. Hines, 106 N. C., 323. The courts can only admit such verbal 
agreement, or such part of it, as shall not be denied. 

The propriety—aindeed, the necessity—of such rule must ee recognized 
by all. Indeed, both the necessity and propriety of it could receive no 
stronger illustration than the present case, in which allegations of such 
verbal agreement and waiver are made on oath by several gentlemen of 
the very highest and most unquestioned personal and professional stand- 
ing, and denied on oath by a similar number of gentlemen of like char- 
acter. It is very evident that the recollections of one side are at fault, 
or that the parties misunderstood each other, in which case there was no 
perfected agreement. There is no way by wiich this Court, if disposed 
(which it is not) to pass upon the conflicting affidavits, éeutd form any — 
definite idea as to which side was more correct. in its recollections of 
what transpired. This difficulty could have been so easily avoided by 
having the agreement, if made, entered upon the record in open court 
or reduced to writing and signed. Any misunderstanding as to the terms 
would be perceived on their being put in writing and the writing cor- 
rected, or if of doubtful meaning its purport would simply be a matter 
of legal construction, as in Mitchell v. Haggard, 105 N. C., 178. This 
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precaution not having been taken, the Court will remit the parties to 
their legal rights, and the appellant must be denied its motion for a 
certiorari. | 

In Walker v. Scott, 102 N. C., 487, where the question was as (696) 
to whether there was in fact service within the prescribed time, 
the case was remanded to the Superior Court, that such question of fact 
should there be determined. But here it is admitted that service was 
not made within the time, and the question is, whether there was an 
oral agreement to extend time and a waiver of legal service by an officer, 
which, the allegation being denied, the Court will not decide. 

The remark in S. v. Johnson, 109 N. C., on page 852, that the failure 
of an appellant “to serve notice in a legal manner and within statutory 
time” is subject to the “discretion reposed in the appellate court to 
permit notice to. be given after that time,” is applicable only to appeals 
from a justice of the peace to the Superior Court, as may be seen by 
reference to the cases there cited. This is on account of the smail 
amounts at issue in such cases, and the fact that often parties are not 
represented by counsel and are ignorant of the time and other require- 
ments as to taking an appeal. Even in such cases the exercise of the 
discretion should be sparing. 8S. v. Johnson, supra, on page 855. Prob- 
ably it would not be exercised where, in fact, counsel had appeared 
before the justice. But in appeals to this Court it has always been held 
that the statutory requisites cannot be dispensed with by this Court, 
nor by the court below, except with the assent of counsel. See numerous 
cases cited in Clark’s Code (2 Ed.), p. 574, and S. v. Price, 110 N. C., 
599. When such agreement of counsel is not in writing it is deemed 
legally nonexistent 1f denied. 

A very little care in reducing agreements to writing will avoid such 
controversies as the present, which must be unpleasant to all parties 
concerned. It is to be hoped that hereafter counsel will, in every 
instance, put their agreements in writing, or have them entered 
of record when for any reason they may think best to depart (697) 

from the plain provisions of the statute. If they do not care 
to do this the Court will not pass upon controversies as to the terms 
or existence of such agreement. Hemphill v. Morrison, at this term. 

The judgment must be 

AFFIRMED. 


Cited: Hemphill v. Morrison, post, 758; Davenport v. Grissom, 118 
N.C., 41; LeDuc v. Moore, ib., 276; Atkinson v. BR. &., 1b., 587; Graham 
v. Edwards, 114 N. C., 230; Herbin v. Wagoner, 118 N. C., 660; Smath 
v. Smith, 119 N. C., 318; Welles v. R. R., 1b., 718; Prpkin v. McArtan, 
129 N. C., 194; Hahn v. Brinson, 183 N. C., 8; Mirror Co. v. Casualty 
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v. Kmghts of Honor, 172 N. C., 820; Brown v. Taylor, 173 N. C., 700; 
McNew v. R. R., 1b., 731; Justice v. Lumber Co., 181 N. C., 391. 


G. MARSHALL er at. v. LEE STINE anp WIFE. 


Verbal Request for Instruction to Jury—Haception—Warver. 


1. Failure to grant an instruction not asked for in writing is not ground 
for exception. | 

2. Though the failure to give an instruction asked for in writing is deemed 
excepted to, yet, if it is not set out in the case on appeal, it will be 
deemed to have been waived, and will not be passed on by this Court. 


8. Where no exception of any kind appears in case on appeal, and no error 
appears on the record proper, the judgment below will be affirmed. 


Action for the recovery of land, tried before Armfield, J., and a jury, 
at Spring Term, 1893, of CaTrawBa. 

On the trial the issue submitted by consent of the parties related to 
the location of a boundary line upon which the case turned. There was 
no exception to the Judge’s charge to the jury and no instruction was 
asked for in writing, but during the argument the plaintiff’s counsel 
made a verbal request for an instruction, which was not given. The 
case on appeal does not set out any exception. There was verdict for. 

defendants, and from the refusal of a motion for a new trial 
(698) the plaintiffs appealed. | 


M. E. Thornton for plaintiffs. 
EF. B, Cline for defendants. 


Crark, J. The appellants asked the court verbally for an instruction 
to the jury. The failure to grant a prayer for instruction not asked 
in writing is not ground for exception. The Code, sec. 415. Besides, 
if the prayer had been asked in writing, though the failure to give it is 
deemed excepted to, the exception would have been waived, as it is not 
set out in the case on appeal, and we could not pass upon it. Taylor 
v. Plumber, 105 N. C., 56. 

No exception of any kind appears in the case on appeal, and no 
error appears upon an inspection of the record proper. 

No ERROR. 


Cited: S. v. Blankenship, 117 N. C., 809; Craddock v. Barnes, 142 
N. C., 99. 468 | 
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S. V. PICKENS v. COMMISSIONERS OF HENDERSON COUNTY. 


- Taxation—F quatization—Excessive Valuation. 


1. The term “excessive valuation,” as used in section 78, chapter 326, Acts of 
1891, relating to the valuation of real estate for taxation, means a 
valuation exceeding that which was adjudged to be proper by the boards 
authorized by the act to finally determine such valuation. 


2. The term ‘excessive’ tax, as used in the said section, means a tax ex- 
ceeding what the tax would be if correctly calculated at the legal rate 
on the adjudged valuation as determined or approved by the board of 
county commissioners. 


38. In an action by a taxpayer against the county commissioners to recover 
the amount of an alleged excessive tax paid by him he is not entitled to 
recover unless be can show that the valuation of his property upon the 
tax-books is greater than that fixed by the proper authorities, or that 
the tax which he has been forced to pay was greater than it would have 
been if correctly computed, at the legal rate on the adjudged valuation. 


AppraL from a justice of the peace, tried before Armfield, J., (699) 
and a jury, at Fall Term, 1892, of Henprrson. 


T. J. Rickman for plaintiff. 
W. A. Smith and Busbee & Busbee for defendants. (701) 


Berwetz, J. The contention of the plaintiff is that, though his land 
was appraised for taxation according to the provisions of Laws 1891, 
ch, 826, entitled “An Act to Provide for the Assessment of Property 
and Collection of Taxes,” he is entitled to have that property reap- 
praised by a jury, and to recover back the difference between the tax he 
has paid on that property and what the tax would have been had it 
been valued at the sum fixed by the jury as its “true value in money.” 

The act referred to provides for the valuation of real estate for taxa- 
tion by sworn assessors appointed for that purpose, who are required to 
return their sts of assessments to the county commissioners, and this 
latter body, in conjunction with the chairmen of the boards of list takers 
and assessors of the several townships and wards of cities and towns, is 
constituted by section 7 of the act a board of equalization, to equalize 
the valuation so that each tract or lot shall be entered on the tax lst at 
its true value im money. | = | 

This is to be done on the first Monday of July of each year. Section 
25 provides that the board of commissioners shall, by advertisement, 
notify the public that they will meet on the second Monday in July to 
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hear the complaints of all persons who object to the valuation put 
upon their property, and to revise the valuation, having power to sum- 
mon witnesses before them. 

The appraisement of real estate thus fixed by the board of county 
commissioners are those which must be used for all State, county, 
township, and city or town taxation for the year, because of the re- 

quirement of the Constitution that all taxes shall be laid by a 
(702) uniform rule. Kyle v. Commissioners, 75 N. C., 445. 

Jt seems, therefore, most important that the valuation of real 
estate for taxation, for the making of which the revenue law of the 
State has so carefully provided, shall be final and stable. And a con- 
sideration of sections 7, 24, and 25, of the act shows very plainly that 
intent on the part of the Legislature. Three times, according to the 
act, these appraisements are considered by sworn officers: (1) By the 
township or ward assessors; (2) by the board of equalization; and (3) 
by the board of county commissioners alone. And to the meeting of this 
body, whose session for that purpose must be held on the day fixed by 
the statute (second Monday in July), all property owners are duly noti- 
fied to appear and complain of the valuation of their real estate, if they 
have any complaint to make. 

These portions of the act appear to clearly indicate a purpose to make 
the conclusion of this last tribunal a final ‘determination of these mat- 
ters, so that upon the valuation so fixed the officers of the county and 
of the cities and towns therein may caleulate, with some degree of cer- 
tainty, what to expect from that source of revenue. | 

Now it is said to be an elementary rule of construction “that all the 
parts of the act relating to the same subject should be considered to- 
gether, and not each by itself. By such a reading and consideration of 
a statute its object or general intent is sought for, and the consistent 
auxiliary effect of each individual part. Flexible language, which may 
be used in a restricted or extensive sense, will be construed to make it 
consistent with the purpose of the act and the intended modes of its 
operation as indicated by such general intent, survey and comparison.” 

Southerland on Statutory Construction, sec. 215. 
(703) Applying this rule of construction to the terms of section 78 

of the act, upon which the plaintiff relies, we must interpret 
“excessive valuation,” as there used, to mean a valuation exceeding that 
_ which was adjudged to be proper by the boards authorized by the act to 
finally determine such valuation, and “excessive” tax to mean a tax 
exceeding what the tax would be if correctly calculated at the legal rate 
on the adjudged valuation, as determined or approved by the board ot 
commissioners. 
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Hence the plaintiff is not entitled to recover anything by his action 
unless he can show that the valuation of his property upon the tax 
books in the hands of the sheriff is greater than that fixed upon it by the 
proper authorities under sections 7, 24, and 25 of the act under con- 
sideration, or that the tax which he has been forced to pay on this 
property was greater than it would have been if correctly computed at 
the legal rate on the adjudged valuation. 

NEW TRIAL. 


4 


Coted: Guano Co. v. New Bern, 172 N. C., 260, — 


(704) 


*J. K. SIMPSON AND FRANK K. DAVIS v. CAROLINA CENTRAL 
| RAILROAD COMPANY. | 


Contract—Quantum Meruit. 


1. Where, on issues raised by the allegations in two causes of action—one 
on a special contract and the other on a quantum meruit—with the cor- 
responding denials in the answer, the jury found that plaintiffs had not 
complied with the terms of the written contract and defendant was not 
indebted to them thereon, but that defendant was indebted to them for 
work and labor done for the amount claimed: Held, that the findings 
were not inconsistent or contradictory. 


2. In such case, although plaintiffs had not complied with the contract in 
all respects, if defendant took advantage of the work done and accepted 
and used the same without giving plaintiff's notice of objection and an 
opportunity to correct defects.and complete the job, but completed it 
with its own force, plaintiffs are entitled to recover the reasonable value 
of the work done, not exceeding the amount demanded in the complaint. 


Action tried on appeal from a justice of the peace at Special Term, 
1892, of Rcuruerrorp, before Hoke, J. 

The plaintiff Simpson filed a formal complaint, afterwards adopted 
by plaintiff Davis when made a party, on a special contract to finish a 
well at Rutherfordton depot for the defendant éompany. The second 
cause of action was a declaration on a quantum meruit. 

‘The action was commenced in the name of the plaintiff J. K. Simp- 
son, who claimed to be assignee of contract, and owned same. It was 
proved that said J. K. Simpson had paid the hands employed 
in work and advanced supplies to further same for Frank Davis, (705) 


*BURWELL, J., having been of counsel, did not sit. 
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with whom defendant company had contracted, and under an arrange- 
ment and agreement with Davis to own contract to amount ad- 
vanced and until he was repaid. On motion in the Superior Court, 
Frank Davis, with whom the contract was made and who did the work 
sued for, was made party plaintiff, to which there was no exception, 
said ia adopting pleadings already a 


(707) M. H. Justice for plainteff. 
WH. Neal, Jones & Tillett, and P. D. Walker for defendant. 


Avery, J. The issues having been raised by the allegations set forth 
in the two causes of action (the one on the special contract and the 
other on the quantum meruit), with the corresponding denials 
(708) in the answer, the findings upon them were not inconsistent or 
contradictory, as counsel for the defendant contended. Though 
the plaintiff Davis could not recover on the special contract on account 
of the failure to show compliance with its terms on his own part, yet 
if he satisfied the jury that the defendant received and used the well 
without notifying him of any defect in the work until payment was de- 
manded, or that the work previously done proved beneficial to the de- 
fendant after the well was taken charge of by its agents without objec- 
tion, the plaintiff was entitled to recover, as on the common counts, for 
work and labor done. Byerly v. Kepley, 46 N. C., 35; Dover v. Plem- 
mons, 32 N. C.,, 23. 

Had the defendant notified the plaintiff that the work was not done 
as the company “deemed necessary to furnish an ample supply of water 
for their purposes,” and given him an opportunity to remedy defects | 
and complete the job with his own force instead of enlarging the well, 
sinking it deeper without notice to him, he could not have recovered un- 
less he had shown that he complied with its reasonable demands. Wzn- 
stead v. Reid, 44 N. C., 76. The instruction given by the judge was in 
accord with the principle we have announced, and embodied a clear. and 
succinct statement of the law applicable to the second cause of action. 

As all of the assignments were founded either upon the contentions 
that the plaintiff was not in any aspect of the evidence entitled to re- 
cover, as upon a quantum meruit, or that the court could not proceed 
to judgment on the verdict, we do not deem it necessary to discuss them 
in detail. | 

No ERROR. 


Cited: Dixon v. Gravely, 117 N. C., 86; Coal Co. v. Ice Co., 184 
N. C., 580; Raby v. Cozad, 164 N. C., 289; McCurry v. Purgason, 170 
N. C., 470. 
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(709) 
*R,. M. ROSEMAN vy. CAROLINA CENTRAL RAILROAD COMPANY. 


Action for Damages—Negligence—Intoxication of Passenger—No on- 
payment of Fare—Conductor of Train. 


1. The conductor of a railroad train is authorized to expel without using un- 
necessary force one who refuses to pay regular fare, at any point where 
he may safely get off, provided it be (as required by the statute, section 
1962 of The Code) “at any usual stopping place or near any dwelling 
house, as the conductor shall elect, on stopping the train’; and provided 
further that the ejected person is not willfully and wantonly exposed to 
danger to life or limb. 

2. A conductor requiring an intoxicated man to leave the train for nonpay- 
ment of fare does not render the carrier liable for the death of the man 
from exposure, where the conductor did not have reasonable ground to 
believe that the man was unable to find his way or walk to the nearest. 
house or to the railroad station, or even to his own father’s house, which _ 


was not far away. 
e 


3. A somewhat intoxicated passenger who gets off safely without assistance, 
when told that he must pay his fare or leave the train, and whom the 
conductor has seen a few minutes before in an eating house demanding 
food and acting somewhat boisterously, may be reasonably supposed to be 
capable of reaching a place of safety where he is left in the evening, 
when it is neither raining nor freezing, within two hundred yards from 
a dwelling house, and not far from the railroad station. 


4. A conductor is not bound to act upon the volunteered opinion of a pas- 
senger as to the physical or mental state of a drunken man who has been 
expelled from the train where he has no reasonable ground to believe that 
the man is unable to find a place where he will be safe. 


Action tried before Bynum, J., and a jury, at Special Term, 1892, 
of Lincotn, wherein plaintiff, as administrator of Robert Murdock, 
sought to recover of the defendant damages for the negligent 
expulsion of his intestate from defendant’s train on an inclement (710) 
night while he was intoxicated, thereby exposing him to the in- 
juries resulting in his death. 


Jones & Tillett and D. W. Robinson for plaintiff, 
P. D. Walker for defendant. ™ C715) 


Avery, J. The plaintifi’s intestate got upon the defendant’s pas- 
senger train at Iron Station and, failing or refusing to produce a ticket 
or pay fare on demand of the conductor, was ejected a httle more than 
a half-mile from that place and within two hundred yards of a dwelling 


*BURWELL, J., having been of counsel, did not sit on the hearing of this case. 
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house. There was testimony tending to show that the intestate ap- 
peared to be drunk at the station while the passengers were taking sup- 
per there, and had come as a passenger from Stanley to Iron Station 
(about twenty-one miles) on the same train, having purchased a ticket 
_ from one station to the other. The conductor testified that he 
(716). considered him neither sober nor drunk; and a witness for the 
plaintiff corroborated his statement that the intestate when or- 
dered to get off the.train followed him to the platform and then stepped 
off without assistance from the brakeman, who held his lamp for 
him to see in alighting. The only direct evidence as to the nature of 
the ground where he was ejected was that of the conductor, who said 
that he went down an embankment about three feet high. He was found 
next morning frozen and in the water that had collected near the center 
of an embankment penene feet high, three fourths of a mile from the 
station. 
_ Where there is no statute prescribing where or when recusant or dis- 
orderly passengers must be ejected, the officer in charge of trains, as a 
— rule, is authorized to expel, without using unnecessary force, one who 
refuses to pay regular fare, at any point where he may safely get off. 
Pickens v. R. &., 104 N. C., 812; Clark v. BR. R., 91 N. C., 506. The 
statute (The Code, sec. 1962) affirms this right, subject to the limitation 
that the expulsion must be either “at any usual stopping place or near 
any dwelling house, as the conductor shall elect, on stopping the train.” 
It is admitted that the plaintifi’s intestate was put off without using 
force, near a dwelling house, and not remote from a station. But, where 
the power expressly given by law is exercised in such a manner as to 
willfully and wantonly expose the ejected person to danger of life or 
limb, the company is still liable for injury or death resulting from the 
expulsion. Cases falling within this last exception to the general rule 
and not intended to be included under the statute, arise where the per- 
sons ejected are manifestly too infirm to travel or too much intoxicated 
to be trusted to find the way to the nearest house or station. 3 Wood 
R. R. Law, sec. 8362; 2 Shearman & Red. Neg., sec. 493; R. R. v. Right, 
34 Am. Rep., 277. 
(717) The question, therefore, which first confronts us is whether 
in any view of the testimony the conductor had reasonable ground 
to believe that the plaintiff’s intestate was so greatly under the influence 
of liquor as to be unable to find his way or walk to the nearest house or 
to the station. He was put off the train on the night of 16 November, 
1889. According to the testimony of Miller for plaintiff and that of the 
conductor it was not raining nor was it freezing at that early hour of 
the evening, though later in the night there was sleet, and the ground 
was frozen next morning. The conductor had heard intestate’s demand 
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for food at the supper house and had seen him supplied. He next saw 
that he had got on the train and found him awake and declaring that 
he had neither money nor ticket. When told that he must get off, the 
intestate arose, walked to the platform and got off without assistance. 
Under such circumstances was it the duty of the conductor to take him 
free of charge to the next station, lest he should drink more, or the in- 
toxicants that he had already drunk should take effect and subsequently 
render him unable to travel? We think not. | 

It was but natural to infer that one who could find his way to the 
eating house and demand food and thence into the train again could 
follow a road hard-by when he was put off, and which it seems the 
conductor knew led to his father’s house, only a short distance off, 
His boisterous behavior at the station, so far as it seems to have 
come under the observation of the conductor, clearly indicated that it 
might become necessary to expel him for disorderly conduct, but was 
not caleulated to excite apprehension that he might prove physically 
unable to return to the station or reach a house in the immediate vicinity 
of the point where he got off. The statement of the conductor that he 
saw him land without assistance “safe upon the ground” being 
undisputed by any direct evidence, the conduetor was warranted (718) 
in acting upon the supposition that he would seek and reach a 
place of safety. Had he shown symptoms of infirmity or of stupor in 
presence of the conductor, or had there been any dispute as to what the 
demeanor of the intestate had been in his presence, it might have been 
for the jury to determine whether the conductor had reason to believe 
he was physically or mentally incapacitated for traveling by reason of 
intoxication. Waiving the objection to the competency of the ques- 
tion propounded to Alderman by the witness Miller, just after the de- 
ceased was expelled, we think that the answer of the former, “Oh, no; 
he lives near here, and it is only a few hundred yards to the station,” 
sufficiently shows the reasonableness of his course from his own stand- 
point. It would place a premium upon drunkenness and subject com- 
panies and passengers to needless delay and danger if officers in charge 
of trains were bound, in order to save the companies harmless, to act 
upon an off-hand opinion ventured by a passenger instead of their own 
well-founded view of the situation, and stop the train to hunt for or pick 
up an ejected trespasser. This is one of the thousands of terrible 
casualties due to the 1mmoderate use of spirituous liquors. If there is a 
moral accountability at the door of any person other than the victim, 
or should be a legal liability elsewhere, we see no ground for saddling 
the responsibility upon a common carrier whose conveyances are so fre- 
quently resorted to by such boisterous and violent men to the annoyance 
of sober and orderly passengers. We are unwilling to lay down the 
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principle that a conductor subjects his company to hability for refusing 
to act upon the volunteer opinion of any passenger as to the physical 
or mental state of a drunken man who has been expelled. 
(719) | We think that there was no evidence, competent or incompe- 
tent, that fairly raised the question whether the conductor had 
reasonable ground to believe that the intestate was too infirm by reason 
of intoxication to reach a place where he would be safe, and upon the 
answer to that inquiry the liability of the company depended. In the 
absence of any sufficient testimony to make the company lable for 
willful disregard of the intestate’s danger on the part of Alderman, we 
think that the court below erred in submitting the case to the jury at all. 
In this view of the evidence it is unnecessary to mention particular 
prayers for instructions or exceptions arising from the refusal to give 
them. 

In the most favorable aspect of the testimony for the plaintiff the 
conductor had notice that the deceased was drinking and disposed to be 
quarrelsome at the station, and saw that he was under the influence of 
liquor when he was expelled from the train; but there was no evidence 
of physical infirmity or mental incapacity such as to excite a reason- 
able apprehension that he would be unable to walk to a house or to his 
home. Alderman was not bound, because of what he did see and hear, 
to institute inquiry among the other passengers before ejecting the intes- 
tate, or to act upon their opinions given afterwards, when he had no 
reason to believe that the intoxication had deprived the intestate of 
the mental capacity to find his way or the physical power to follow it 
to a neighboring house or to the station. However much such accidents 
are to be deplored, justice and public policy alike forbid that the failure 
of the conductor in charge of a train to consult the fellow-passengers of 
a man who refuses to pay fare and appears to be somewhat intoxicated 
as to his ability to provide for his own safety, shall be declared negii- 
gence, such that a jury are at liberty to find it the proximate cause of 

injury or death befalling him after expulsion. 
(720) For the reasons given we think there was error in submitting 
the question of defendant’s negligence to the jury at all upon the 
evidence, and the defendant is therefore entitled to a 
NEw TRIAL. 
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ANNIE L. ALEXANDER y. RICHMOND AND DANVILLE RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 


Action for Damages—Injury at Railroad Crossing—Negligence of 
Railroad—Instructions to Jury. 


1. Where, in an action against a railroad for injuries received by plaintiff at 
railroad crossing, an instruction asked for by defendant was, ‘“‘That if 
plaintiff, by the exercise of her senses, could have heard the approaching 
engine, and failed to do so, and her injury was caused thereby, it was 
negligence on her part, and the answer to the issue (as to contributory 
negligence) should be ‘Yes’”: Held, that while it would have been proper 
to give the conelusion, “the answer should be ‘Yes,’” yet the refusal to 
give it was not error, since the failure to do so could not mislead the jury 
or prejudice the defendant. 


2. In an action against a railroad for injuries received by plaintiff at a rail- 
road crossing, it appeared that there were in the neighborhood of the 
crossing a factory and 4 foundry, both making a noise like a running 
train. Defendant asked the court to instruct the jury, on an issue as to 
contributory negligence, “that if the cars on the track cut off plaintiff's 
vision, and the noise of the factory and machine shop drowned other 
noises, it was the duty of plaintiff to use her sense of hearing all the 
tore cautiously, and if she failed to use greater than ordinary caution, 
the answer should be ‘Yes.’” It was not error to substitute for the words, 
“the answer to the second issue should be ‘Yes,’ the words, “it would be 
negligence.” 


3. Where a railroad company kept cars standing on side tracks near a street - 
crossing where plaintiff was injured, an instruction to the jury, in an 
action for damages, that “defendant had the right to leave its cars stand- 
ing on the track, provided it kept open a sufficient passway,’’ was as fayor- 
able to defendant as it was entitled to. 


4, Where, in an action for damages for an injury received at a railroad cross- 
ing, plaintiff testified that she “held up very slow” as she was driving 
across, and, hearing no bell, which she had heard the day before while at 
the crossing, notwithstanding the noise of the factories on each side of 
the street, concluded that no engine was approaching, and drove on: Held, 
that it was not necessary for her to get out of the buggy and go beyond 
the cars to look up and down the track, or to stop and listen for an 
approaching engine when no signal was given of its approach. 


5. Where the substance of an instruction prayed for has already been given in 
response to another request, it is unnecessary to repeat it. 


6. A prayer for instruction embracing a general proposition fully covered in 
instructions already given was properly refused. 


7. Requests for instructions that ‘the evidence shows that plaintiff’s injury 
was caused by her own negligence,’ and that if the jury believe the 
evidence, plaintiff ‘did not use reasonable care in crossing the railroad, 
and thereby contributed by her own negligence to her injury,” were prop- 
erly refused. 
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' 8. Where the jury had been instructed as to the duty of a plaintiff, in a suit 
for damages for an injury, to use reasonable and proper care for her 
recovery, in such manner as to indicate that otherwise she could not 
recover damages at all, the defendant cannot complain of a refusal of an 
instruction that, if she did not use such care, she could only recover for 
such loss of time and medical bills as would reasonably result under 
proper treatment. | 


9. Where, in an action for injuries caused by negligence of defendant, it 
appeared that plaintiff was herself a practicing physician, and immedi- 
ately after the accident went to see a patient; that she had not been kept 
at home nor carried her arm in a sling, but continued to practice her pro- 
fession aS a physician, and to drive with her injured hand, it was not 
error to refuse a special instruction “that plaintiff did not use the proper 
means for restoring herself to health,” and could not recover for the 
injury caused by her own neglect, when the question of such neglect had 
already been left to the jury, under a proper charge. 


Action tried at Fall Term, 1892, of Mzecxitunsure, before Graves, J., 
and a jury. | 

The plaintiff alleged that in attempting to cross defendant’s railroad 

at the crossing at Fifth Street, in Charlotte, with her horse and 
(722) buggy, she was carelessly and negligently run into by defend- 

ant’s shifting engine, and that she was infured in her person and 
property—her buggy broken, her horse frightened and thereby rendered 
less easily manageable, and her shoulder bruised, causing a permanent 
injury to her right arm, and claimed $1,900 damages. © 

Defendant denied that plaintifi’s injuries were caused by its engine, 
and charged plaintiff with a fatlure to exercise ordinary care in attempt- 
ing to make the crossing. 

The following issues were submitted : 

1. Was the plaintiff injured by the negligence of the defendant, as 
alleged in the complaint 4 

2. Did the plaintiff contribute to her injury by her own negligence? 

3. What damage did plaintiff sustain ? 

Plaintiff’s counsel agreed, after the pleadings were read, that she was 
entitled to compensatory damages only. 

Plaintiff in her own behalf testified that she was a regularly licensed 
physician, engaged in the practice of her profession. “On 17 April, 
1891, on my way to visit a patient, I attempted to cross defendant’s 
railroad at the Fifth Street crossing; it was about 5 p.m. I was driving 
my horse and buggy, and had in the buggy with me a colored boy, 8 or 
10 years old. Before crossing track, I pulled up my horse to hear if 
there was any approaching train. There were box cars on one of the 
tracks on both sides of the street—this was on the first track—and an 
engine standing to the left; these were all stationary. J heard no bell 


478 


N.C. j FEBRUARY TERM, 1893 
ALEXANDER vo. R. R. 


ring. I did not see the engine that struck me uritil it was within a few 
feet of me. The engine was running backward towards Trade Street, 
which was the next street to my left as I crossed; it was pushing the 
tender, and it was the tender which struck my buggy. I was 
‘sitting on the right side of the buggy. The buggy was struck; (723) 
one wheel was broken and the other wheel ruined. The horse 

fell, but soon got up and ran. I was thrown first up against the 
side of the buggy, striking my shoulder against one of the upright 
pieces, or bows, which hold up the top of the buggy; I then fell 
down into the foot of the buggy. I held on to the lines and stopped 
the horse in some 50 or 75 feet. The fall against the top bruised 
my right arm, near the shoulder, and the fall into the front bruised 
my left side slightly. My arm was hurt. I did not feel the pain 
for half an hour; then I felt pain in my shoulder. J went on from 
the place where the buggy was stricken, to visit my patient, a sick child. 
When I got home I had a nervous shock. There was a dull, aching pain 
in my shoulder, which has continued ever since. The railroad is accus- 
tomed to ring the bell at the crossings.” 

On cross-examination she testified: “I do not say I came to a full 
stop; I held up very slow. I had crossed there the evening before and 
that morning. Fifth Street is open beyond this crossing. This was the 
railroad yard. There were several tracks there. I was familiar with the 
Trade Street crossing. There are gates there, which are lowered when 
there 1s danger and raised when there is none. Oates’ factory is on one 
side and Wilkes’ foundry and machine shop on the other side of Fifth 
Street at this crossing. Both the factory and foundry were running 
and making a noise. I heard the bell at the same place the evening 
before, when the factory and foundry were both running. Dr. Meisen- 
heimer and my father, who is also a physician, were called in that same 
evening and examined me. I have been examined, since I brought suit, 
by Drs. Meisenheimer, Graham, and Brevard—once last February and 
once a week or so ago, by Drs. Meisenheimer and Brevard. Dr. Graham 
was out of the city the last time. They examined me for the pur- 
pose of ascertaining the extent of my present condition, so as to (724) 
be able to testify. I went to see my patient immediately. I 
have not been kept in the house and never carried my arm in a sling. 
I did not stop from my profession; used my arm as little as possible. 
I drive the same horse yet—drive with my right hand, the one that 
was hurt.” 

One Bostwick, witness for the plaintiff, testified: “I was sitting in 
my door; could see the crossing from it; saw Dr. Alexander rein up as 
if to look and listen; then she drove across. I did not hear any bell or 
warning given by the engine. There is a slight up-grade from a point 


112—31 479 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [112 


ALEXANDER @. R. R. 


above, 100 yards up the track to Fifth Street. The engine was rolling 
slowly, without steam up, to within a few yards of the crossing, and 
then steam was put on and the speed increased to 6 or 8 miles an hour. 
I examined the place a short time afterwards. She could not have seen 
the approaching engine.” 

Dr. J. B. Alexander, for plaintiff: “I am a physician; am in the 
drug business. The plaintiff is my daughter. I did not see my daugh- 
ter, the plaintiff, until I got home. Her arm was bruised and dis- 
colored. J sent for Dr. Meisenheimer. We could not tell much about 
the injury. It has gradually grown worse. The action of the arm is | 
greatly impaired; the shoulder is lower than the other; the shoulder- 
blade is dislocated, and there is a slight curvature of the spine. All of it 
is the result of the blow—at least, I know of no other cause.” 

Dr. Meisenheimer, for plaintiff, testified: “I examined the arm that 
day, or the next, and found it blue from the blow—discolored on out- 
side. I found no crepitation. She complained of pain. I saw the arm 
again last February, with Drs. Graham and Brevard. I found crepita- 
tion then—a creaking sound. I examined it again a short time ago, and 

found the crepitation increased—the shoulder-blade drawn around 
(725) one inch further than the other. I think the injury was caused 
by the blow. In my opinion, it will be a permanent injury.” 

On cross-examination witness stated: “The scapula, or shoulder- 
blade, is drawn around by contracting muscles. I do not think driving 
could pull the shoulder-blade around. I think probably it will be per- 
manent. I do not think there was a rupture of the hgament. It is pos- 
sible it might have been overlooked. Rest is good for all joint troubles; 
it is the proper treatment.” 

Dr. Brevard, for plaintiff, testified: “I examined plaintifi’s arm last 
spring, with Drs. Meisenheimer and Graham; found crepitation in 
shoulder joint; some depression of ‘the shoulder. I am inclined to think 
the injury is permanent. The bone has been jammed into the socket 
and injured. On second examination, a short time ago, with same doc- 
tors, I found the scapula moved forward about one inch. The injury 
was from the blow on the shoulder. It would lessen the strength of the 
arm and render it less able to bear continued exertion, and is a great 
injury to a physician. Rest 1s the proper treatment for injury to joints. 
It would have been better to have kept it in a sling. Any exertion of 
that arm and the muscles would tire and irritate the injured part. 
Driving would be bad for it. Rest is the proper treatment of injured 
joints, so far as J know. I should prescribe rest for it now.” 

Plaintiff then introduced the town ordinance limiting the speed of 
engines running through the city to 4 miles and requiring them to ring 
bell at crossings, and prohibiting the blowing of the whistle. 

Plaintiff rested. 480 
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Defendant offered J. W. Keeter, who swore that he was running the 
engine; that he was what is known as a “hostler” in the yard of defend- 
ant; that he was running 5 or 6 miles an hour and not ringing 
the bell because the bell rope was on the fireman’s side and he (726) 
could not reach it; that his helper, or fireman, was riding in 
front, on the tender; was there for the purpose of changing the switch 
just below Fifth Street, so as to let the engine go over without injury, 
and to look out for people on the track or attempting to cross it; that 
he had been letting his engine roll, so as to stop at Fifth Street and 
allow the helper to get down and change the switch, but just before 
reaching Fifth Street he discovered that the switch had been changed 
by some one and was in proper condition to let him through; that the 
engine did not have way enough on it—was not running fast enough 
to carry him over the street, and he had just reached up to put on 
steam when he saw the buggy; could not say whether he put on any 
steam or not; did everything he could to stop when he saw the buggy, 
only a few feet from the tender, but could not, and rolled on some 20 
or 30 feet across the street. The helper, Nelson, got off immediately 
and went to plaintiff, but witness could not go at once, until he could 
secure his engine, which was on the main line. As soon as he could do 
this, he saw from the fireman’s window that plaintiff was leaving. 
There are four tracks across the street there. In going in the direction 
the plaintiff was traveling, the first track you crossed was the Oates 
spur track—no cars on it; the next was a side track, called the factory 
track; on this track there were box cars, standing on the right side of 
the street, and an engine standing, headed toward the street on the left . 
side. I was running on the next track, which is the main line, and 
beyond me was the fourth track—a side track, known as the cemetery 
track.” LA | 

In proper time, and in writing, the defendant asked special instruc- 
tions, some of which were refused and some were given in the very 
words of the prayer. Some were refused and not given in the 
very words asked for, but were given as the opinion of the court (727) 
in the general instructions given in the written charge. 

The first prayer was given, and no exception is made to that. 

The second prayer was: “If the plaintiff, by the exercise of her senses, 
could have heard the approaching engine, and failed to do so, and her 
injury was caused thereby, it was negligence on her part, and the answer 
to the second prayer should be ‘Yes.’” The court, being of opinion that 
defendant had no right to have the legal proposition embraced in the 
prayer, gave the instruction asked for, down to and including the words, 
“negligence on her part,” and refused to add the remaining words, “and 
your answer to the second issue should be ‘Yes.’ ” 
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Defendant excepted, because the whole prayer was not given, because 
the words were omitted, “and your answer to the second issue should 
be ‘Yes.’ ” 

The third prayer was: “The defendant had a right to leave its cars on 
its side track, and if this was the cause of the injury, the answer to the 
first issue should be ‘No.’ ” | 

The court refused to give the instruction thus asked for, and said 
defendant had the right to use its track across the public highway and 
to leave its cars standing on the track, provided it kept open a sufficient 
passway. 

To this the defendant excepted. 

The court, in answer to the prayer of defendant for instruction No. 1, 
had given, in the words of the request, this instruction: “The burden 
is on the plaintiff to show that the negligence of the defendant was the 
proximate cause of her injury, and unless she shows this by a prepon- 
derance of the evidence, the answer to the first issue should be ‘No.’ ” 

The fourth prayer for instruction is as follows: “The fast 

(728) running of the defendant’s engine, and its failure to ring the bell, 

and any other negligence it may have been guilty of, did not 

relieve the plaintiff from taking the ordinary precaution for her own 

safety, and if her negligence was the proximate cause of her injury, the 
answer to the second prayer should be ‘Yes.’ ” 

This instruction was not given entirely as asked for, but it was given. 
down to and including “the proximate cause of her injury,” and the 
court added, “she can recover,” and omitted the words, “the answer to 
_ the second prayer should be ‘Yes.’ ” 

To this defendant excepted. 

The fifth instruction asked for was: “If plaintiff heard, or could by 
reasonable diligence have heard, the approaching train, and attempted 
to cross. before it reached the crossing, and her injury was the result of 
her miscalculation, the answer to the second prayer should be ‘Yes.’ ” 

This prayer was given, as prayed for, down to and including the word 
“miscalculation,” and the court added, “she could not recover,’ and 
declined to give “the answer to the second issue should be ‘Yes.’ ” 

To this the defendant excepted. 

The sixth instruction asked for was: “If the cars on the track cut off 
the plaintiff’s vision, and the noise of the factory and machine shop 
drowned other noises, it was the duty of the plaintiff to use her sense 
of hearing all the more cautiously, and if she failed to use greater than 
ordinary caution, the answer to the second issue should be ‘Yes.’ ” 

The court gave the instruction asked for, in the very words, down to 
and including the word “caution,” and added, “it would be negligence,” 
and refused to give the words, “the answer to the second issue should 
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And to this the defendant excepted. , (729) 
The seventh instruction asked for was as follows: “Under the 

circumstances of this case, as shown by the evidence, it was the duty 
of the plaintiff to get out of her buggy and go to a point past the 
cars on the side track, where she could see up and down the tracks, and 
if she failed to do this, and such failure was the cause of her injury, 
the answer to the second i issue should be ‘Yes.’ ” 

This was refused, and defendant excepted. 

The defendant asked for instruction numbered 7a, as follows: “Under 
the circumstances of this case, as shown by the evidence, it was the duty 
of the plaintiff to stop, to look and listen, and if she failed to do so, and 
her injury was caused thereby, this was contributory men EOneG, and the 
answer to the second issue should be ‘Yes.’ ” 

The court, being of opinion that this had been in substance already 
given, refused it. , | | 

And to this the defendant excepted. 

The defendant asked for instruction numbered 8, as ieee “The 
fact that the plaintiff is a woman makes no di Penence: The degree of 
care she was required to use was that which a man should have used, 
and if a man in the possession of his senses could, in her situation, have 
avoided the accident by the use of reasonable care, the answer to the 
second issue should be ‘Yes.’ ” ce 

The court had instructed the jury: “It makes no difference, in apply- 
ing the law, that the plaintiff is a woman. She is under, in respect to 
this case, the same rules as a man.” 

The court refused the instruction in the words of the prayer, and 
defendant excepted. 

The ninth instruction asked for was in these words: “If a man in 
possession of his senses could, by reasonable care, have heard or 
seen the approaching te the Danes is presumed to have (730) 
seen or heard it.” 

The tenth prayer was as follows: “The evidence shows that plain- 
tiff’s Injury was caused by her own negligence, and the answer to the 
second issue should be ‘Yes.’ ” 

Both the foregoing prayers were refused, and the defendant aeons: 

The defendant asked for instruction 10a, as follows: “It was the duty 
of the plaintiff to use the proper means for her recovery from any injury 
she sustained by the accident, and if she failed to do so she can only 
recover for such 1 injury, loss of time and medical bills as vous reason- 
ably flow from the injury with proper treatment.” 

This prayer was refused in the words asked, and the court in response 
gave the instructions set out in the charge, et to this defendant ex- 
cepted. : : 
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The defendant further asked instruction No. 11, as follows: “Plaintiff 
cannot recover anything on account of any increased damages or injury 
to herself caused by her own neglect and failure not to adopt a reason- 
ably proper treatment of herself.” (His Honor states: “My recollection 
is that the charge was given. I find on examining the prayers pre- 
sented by the defendant that I marked on the margin opposite each 
prayer ‘Given’ if I intended to give, and ‘Refused’ if not to be given. 
I did not make any mark on the margin opposite this prayer.” ) 

No. 12 prayer for instruction was: “If the jury believe the evidence 
of the plaintiff herself, she did not use reasonable care in crossing the 
railroad, and thereby contributed by her own negligence to her nor Ya 
and the answer to the second issue should be ‘Yes,’ ” 

No. 13 prayer was as follows: “If the jury believe the evidence, 
plaintiff did not use the proper means for restoring herself to health, 
and she can therefore recover nothing for any injury caused by her own 

neglect.” 
(731) Both the foregoing prayers were refused, and the defendant 
excepted. 

The jury found all the issues in favor of the plaintiff, and assessed 
damages $1,500, and, after refusing motions to set aside the verdict 
as being against the weight of the evidence and as awarding excessive 
damages, and for a new trial, the court pave judgment for the plaintiff, 
and defendant apRewce: 


Jones & Tillett for plaintiff. 
G. F. Bason and D. Schenck for ont 


MacRaz, J. Jt was admitted on the trial that the defendant had 
been negligent. The contention was principally upon the second issue, 
which involved the question of contributory negligence. As stated in 
defendant’s brief, “The only question, then, is, Were the instructions 
warranted by the evidence, and, if so, were they substantially given in 
the charge?” There seems to be no error in the charge, unless there 
was a failure on the part of his Honor to give some instruction which 
defendant requested and to which it was entitled. We will, therefore, 
examine the prayers for instruction, with the responses and opnon 
thereto, in connection with the general charge. 

The second prayer was given, with the exception of the last clause 
thereof, which was, “and the answer to the second prayer (evidently 
meaning 18SUe) should be ‘Yes.’ We do not appreciate the reasons of 
his Honor for refusing to give this portion of the instruction, as it was 
the corollary of the proposition laid down, and was entirely proper to 
have been given. But we must presume that the jury were intelligent 
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enough to understand plain language. The question was, (732) 
the plaintiff contributed to the injury by her own negligence. 

The instruction was, “If the plaintiff, by the exercise of her senses, 
could have heard the approaching engine, and failed to do so, and 
her injury was caused thereby, it was negligence on her part.” While 
it was proper to add the conclusion asked for, it was not necessary, as to 
the mind of any man of ordinary comprehension it followed as of course. 
We cannot see that the failure to give it was caleulated to mislead the 
jury or in any manner prejudice the defendant. 

The sixth prayer for instruction was responded to in the same manner, 
the concluding portion being omitted and the words “it would be negli- 
gence” substituted. And what we have said with regard to the response 
to the second prayer will apply with equal force to the sixth. In the 
same connection we will consider the fourth and fifth prayers, with the 
responses thereto of his Honor... The instructions were given in the 
words of the prayers, except as to the conclusions, “that the answer to 
the second issue should be ‘Yes,’ ” for which his Honor substituted the 
words “she cannot recover.” It is true that this Court has repeatedly 
held that 1t 1s not error in the trial judge to refuse an instruction 
upon an issue directed to the ascertainment of a fact, that in a certain 
event the plaintiff is not entitled to recover. McDonald v. Carson, 94 
N.C., 497; Farrell v. R. R., 102 N. C., 390; Baker v. Brem, 103 N. C., 
72. We reiterate the expressions heretofore used upon this subject, but 
it by no means follows, when the instruction has been given in the words 
of the prayer upon the facts involved, that because the conclusion is in 
this objectionable form, there is such error as will entitle the defendant 
to a new trial. There is no complication in this case which would make 
it likely that the jury could be confused by this instruction. It could 
bear no other construction than that if they found the facts as stated, 
there was contributory negligence on the part of the plaintiff. 

The instruction. as requested is in the approved formula, but (733 ) 
unless the jury have been misled, or 1t was calculated to mislead 

them, no harm could have come to defendant. We cannot see how any 
intelligent mind could hesitate in reaching a right understanding of the 
charge in this respect. | 

We consider the instruction given in answer to the third prayer as 
fully as strong as the defendant was entitled to. It was in evidence that 
the accident occurred at the crossing of a public highway. It may be 
questionable whether the defendant had the right to leave its cars, except 
for necessary delays in crossing, upon it at all. Certainly it was its duty 
to have left open a sufficient passway for the public. Harrell v. R. R£., 
110 N. C., 215. 
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It 1s contended, under prayers No. 7 and No. 7a, that the duty of the 
plaintiff, under the circumstances of this case, was to have got out of 
the buggy and gone to a point beyond the cars on the side track, where 
she could have seen up and down the track, or at least to have stopped 
to look and listen for an approaching engine or train. 

His Honor announced the general principle in that part of his charge 
which immediately precedes the first exception, and in that part which 
is covered by the first and second exceptions applied it to this case. The 
general principle was that she had the right to use the public street 
across the railroad track of defendant, but she did not have the right to 
carelessly undertake to pass immediately before a moving engine, if she 
could, by taking reasonable precaution, have known of its approach. 
The application seems to have been fairly made. Although no testimony 
is reported to us that would warrant the inquiry whether she was 
motioned to by the helper on the engine and told to hold up, yet the 
whole of that part of the charge just referred to was full and presented 

the questions of negligence or care, and we see nothing in it of 
(734) which the defendant can justly complain. We cannot hold with 

the defendant that it was necessary for the plaintiff to do more 
than to check up slowly and look and listen, and endeavor to ascertain 
whether there was an approaching engine. The public knew—the ordi- 
nance required—that the approach of an engine should ‘be heralded by 
the signal of the bell. According to the testimony of defendant’s wit- 
ness, this necessary precaution was omitted. And if the plaintifi’s testi- 
mony was believed, she did ‘“‘hold up slow,” and, hearing no bell, which — 
she had heard on the evening previous, notwithstanding the noise of the | 
machinery on each side of her, concluded there was no engine approach- 
ing, and drove on. Hinkle v. R. R., 109 N. C., 472. 

The eighth prayer was not given in full, but that portion which was 
not given had already in substance been given in the instructions in 
response to the second prayer. Where the instruction has once been 
given it is not ordinarily incumbent upon the judge to repeat it; and 
there is scarcely a volume of our Reports in the past ten years which 
has not declared that the instruction need not be in the words of the 
prayer if there is a substantial compliance therewith. 

The ninth prayer was a general proposition which was fully covered 
in the instructions given. The tenth and twelfth were properly refused, ' 
and the issue as to contributory negligence left to the jury. 

If we take it that the eleventh prayer was not given, his Honor not 
being able to say distinctly from his notes or recollection that it was 
given, we do not think the defendant had cause of complaint, for his 
Honor had already instructed the jury as to the duty of the plaintiff 
to use reasonable and proper care for her recovery in such manner as to 
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indicate that unless such care was taken, the plaintiff could (735) 
not recover at all, thus going further than the defendant asked. 
And this applies to the prayer marked “10a.” 

Upon the thirteenth and last prayer the testimony was that the 
plaintiff was herself a practicing physician; that she did not feel the 
pain until about half an hour after the accident; that she went on to 
see her patient, and when she got home she had a nervous shock, and 
her father, who was also a physician, and Dr. Meisenheimer were called 
in the same evening; that she had not been kept in the house nor had 
she carried her arm in a sling; that she continued to practice her profes- 
sion and to drive with her right hand, the one that was hurt. It was 
also in evidence that it would have been proper treatment for her to 
have carried her arm in a sling and to have rested. ‘There was also 
evidence as to the character of the injury. 

We think his Honor properly left the question to the jury under 
appropriate instructions, and when we advert to that part of the charge 
which bore upon this point, and which we think was warranted by the 
testimony. we think it was not error to refuse the thirteenth prayer. 
Patterson’s Ry. Accident Law, sec. 397. 

Upon the whole, we conclude that the case has been fairly and intelh- 
gently tried; that the failure to give the conclusions asked in several 
prayers and the phrases substituted therefor, while in those in which his 
Honor used the words “she cannot recover” it is objectionable, were not 
calculated to and did not prejudice defendant’s case. 

We do not deem it necessary to cite the very numerous authorities on 
the subject of contributory negligence, ever increasing in volume. The 
general doctrine is so well established that the only labor 1s in the appli- 
cation thereof to the case presented. 

No ERROR. 


Cited: Tankard v. R. R.; 117 N. C., 5625 Russell v. R. R., 118 N. C., 
1109; Mesic v. R. R., 120 N. C., 491; Norton v. R. R., 122 N. C., 984, 
936; Cooper v. R. R., 140 N. C., 219, 227; Inman v. RB. R., 149 N. C,, 
127; Osborn v. R. R., 160 N. C., 312; Johnson v. R. R., 163 N. C., 
447; Shepard v. KR. R., 166 N. C., 545; Brown v. R. R., 171 N. C., 270; 
Dunn v. KR. BR. 174 N. C., 260; Perry v. BR. #., 180 N. C., 296. 
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(736) . 
J. ©. COWEN v. T. J. WITHROW. 


Unregistered Deed—Constructive Notice—Purchaser at Execution Sale. 


The proviso to section 1, chapter 147, Laws 1885, that no pirchase of land 
from a donor, bargainor or lessor shall avail or pass title as against any 
unregistered deed executed prior. to 1 December, 1885, where there is con- 
structive or. actual notice, ‘applies as well to a'purchaser of land at an 
execution sale. wath ace notice, as to a PMECRGSEE from the “bargainor 

_or lessor.” 


CLARK, J. dissents arguendo, in which MacRakg, J., concurs. 


Petition of plaintiff to rehear the cause decided at September Term, 
1891, and reported in 109 N. C., 636. 


Justice & Justice for petitioner. 
J. A. Forney contra. 


Suepuerp, C. J. It is provided by section 1, chapter 147, Laws 
1885, that «No conveyance of land . . + shall be valid to pass any 
property as against creditors or purchasers for a valuable consideration 
from the donor, bargainor, or lessor, but from the registration thereof.” 
This language is very plain as to purchasers, and their rights attach as 
against an unregistered deed from the time of their purchase and the 
execution of a deed to them. As to creditors the intention is not so 
clear, and whether their rights attach from the contracting of the in- 
debtedness, the docketing of a judgment, or sale under execution, is left 
an open question, Assuming, however, that the creditor’s rights as 
against an unregistered deed attached from the docketing of a judgment, 
we are at a loss to discover any reason for exempting him from the 

proviso of the act and placing him-upon a higher ground as to 
(737) constructive or actual notice than that occupied by a purchaser 

for value. A judgment creditor has never in this State been 
regarded in the hight of a purchaser for value, and it is well settled 
that even a purchaser without notice at an execution sale takes the 
land subject to any rights or equities that might have been asserted 
against the judgment debtor. Rollins v. Henry, 78 N. C., 342. Like a 
eee where the mortgage is made to secure a predzisting debt, he 

‘not out of pocket one cent, and stands in the shoes of the debtor.” 

Southerland v. Fremont, 107 N. C., 565. 

The incongruity of the supposed distinction is well illustrated by the 
contention in this case that the purchaser at the execution sale is un- 
affected by actual notice of Mrs. Withrow’s claim under her unregistered 
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deed, while a purchaser who pays out his money and takes a deed from 
her grantor would, under similar circumstances, take subject to her 
equitable estate. The reasons assigned for the distinction when the case 
was formerly before us (109 N. C.) are not, upon a consideration, 
deemed satisfactory to us; and indeed it is clearly intimated that they 
_ have no application eee er when actual notice is given. 

Thus much have we said for the purpose of showing that the words 
of the provise should receive a liberal construction so as to give full 
force and effect to the spirit and intention of the act. We should be 
slow to adopt such a strict and narrow construction of a statute as re- 
verses the respective standing of creditors and purchasers as fixed by | 
the entire course of judicial decision in this State. The language should 
be very clear before we can attribute such an intention to the Legisla- 
ture. We think that the proviso was intended to save the rights of the 
holder of an unregistered deed against these undefined creditors, as well 
as against purchasers who actually paid out their money upon the 
faith of their purchase. The act was not to apply to deeds, ete., (738) 
already executed, until 1 January, 1886, nor does it apply to 
deeds executed prior to 1 December, 1885, where a purchaser from the 
grantor of an unregistered deed had actual or constructive notice of the 
same. It was intended, as we have said, to save the rights of the equita- 
ble owner against creditors as well as purchasers having such notice, 
and, as we have remarked, we can see no reason why there should be any 
discrimination between them, and certainly none in favor of creditors. 

It is insisted, however, that this intention was clearly indicated by 
the language of the proviso, which is as follows: “Provided, further, 
that no purchase from any such donor, bargainor, or lessor shall avail 
or pass title as against any unregistered deed executed prior to 1 Decem- 
ber, 1885,” where there is constructive or actual notice. It is urged 
that, rotyAthstaudine the superior rights of the equitable owner as 
against judgment creditors, which have ever been recognized and en- 
forced by our courts, the words “donor, bargainor and lessor” should, 
in order to defeat them, be construed so strictly as to exclude from their 
‘ meaning one who purchases land at an execution sale. In other words, 
because the purchaser acquires his title through the instrumentality of 
the sheriff’s deed, he is not to be deemed a purchaser from the “donor 
bargainor or lessor,” and like them affected with notice. This is too great 
a refinement—nam gui heret in litera, heret in cortice—and should. not 
be permitted to defeat a clear, equitable right of which the a aaa 
has actual notice. 

That the late Chief Justice did not intend that such an eae 
result should follow is entirely clear from his reasoning, as well as his 
plain and unmistakable intimation. Whatever he may have said in the 
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(739) discussion of the case it is perfectly manifest that he never 
contemplated that Mrs. Withrow should be deprived of her land 
if the purchaser had actual notice of her claim. _ 

Jt will be observed that most of the opinion is directed against 
‘the impolicy of applying the doctrine of constructive notice by posses- 
sion to execution sales, but as to actual notice it 1s assumed that it was 
sufficient. If this is not so, it is difficult to account for the following 
language: “Moreover persons so claiming under an unregistered deed 
are charged with notice of docketed judgments against the donor, etc., 
under whom they claim; they have constructive notice of the sheriff’s 
sale of land, and it is their own laches if they fail to give notice at the 
sale of their claim and unregistered deed.” Such is the just and equita- 
ble view as to the effect of actual notice in this case which the lamented 
Chief Justice entertained, and this was so evidently his meaning that 
his Honor below seems to have had but little hesitation in acting upon 
it. We did the same upon the appeal and are unable to see any reason 
why the judgment should be disturbed. 

No objection was made to the introduction of the deed to Mrs. With- 
row because it was not registered within five years. 

PETITION DISMISSED. | 


Crark, J., dissenting: One of the most beneficial laws enacted of late 
years 1s chapter 147, Laws 1885, commonly known as “Connor’s Act,” 
from having been drawn and introduced in the General Assembly by 
Connor, J., now of the Superior Court bench, but at that time a mem- 
ber of the State Senate. One of the settled rules of construction is to 
consider the mischief to be remedied. The object of the act is thus 
referred to by Avery, J., in Hughes v. Hodges, 102 N. C. (on p. 240): 
“Tt has been repeatedly declared to be sound public policy to remove 
| every obstacle to the ready sale of real estate upon the market in 
(740) order to benefit commerce and thereby promote general pros- 

perity. It was in furtherance of this object that our General 
Assembly but a few years since so altered our registration laws that per- 
sons proposing to purchase could be well advised as to the title by a 
careful inspection of the public records.” This was not the case till 
the adoption of this act. Tull then, while counsel investigating the title 
to land for an intending purchaser, could assure him the conveyance 
would be valid against any unregistered mortgages, it might be wholly 
invalidated by the unexpected production of an unregistered deed. To 
remedy this the Legislature proceeded to place unregistered deeds upon 
exactly the same basis as unregistered mortgages. How does this ap- 
pear? In the most unmistakable manner. The act of 1885, as to un- 
registered deeds, is copied verbatim from the act in force as to un- 
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registered mortgages. The Code, sec. 1254. It is difficult to understand 
how the same words in the two acts can be construed to mean differently. 
There ig one exception only in the act of 1885. There is no exception 
of any kind whatever as to unregistered deeds executed after 1 Decem- 
ber, 1885. As to deeds executed before that date there is no exception 
except as to “purchasers from a donor, bargainor or lessor” when the 
person holding or claiming under the unregistered deed is in actual pos- 
session of such land at the time of the purchase, or such purchaser from 
donor or bargainor has notice of the prior unregistered deed. As already 
pointed out by the opinion of Merrimon, C. J., when this case was here 
first (109 N. C., 686), the plaintiff did not come within the exception, 
for he was not a “purchaser from a donor, bargainor or lessor.” The 
plaintiff not being within the proviso, the statute places him absolutely 
on the footing of one who purchases at an execution sale against a 
mortgagor whose mortgage is unregistered at the date of such sale and 
whose title as such purchaser is good against the mortgage executed 
before, but registered after, the sale. 

When the judgment was docketed it became a lien in favor of (741) 
the creditor on the debtor’s realty (The Code, sec. 485), which 
could not be divested by the subsequent registration of either deed or 
mortgage from the debtor. By such docketing, the rights of the creditor 
to have the land applied to his debt becomes vested. The purchaser at 
the execution sale buys the land to the full extent of the creditor’s lien 
on it. He is not limited to the interest which the debtor would have as 
between himself and his grantee or mortgagee under an unregistered 
deed or mortgage, for as between the parties the deed or mortgage would 
be good without registration. The statute, as we have seen, makes no 
exception which divests the hen of a docketed judgment in favor of an 
unregistered deed. The exception is only (and only, too, as to deeds 
executed prior to 1 December, 1885) that the unregistered deed is good 
as to purchaser from the donor, bargainor, or lessor when such purchaser 
has notice by possession or otherwise of the rights of the holder of the 
unregistered deed. | 

It is not required to find a good reason for an act of the Legislature 
in order to support the validity of the distinction made by the act, but 
in fact a very good reason Is pointed out by Merrimon, C. J., in this 
case, 109 N. C., 636, in that a purchaser, up to 1 December, 1885 
though not since, if careful, would inquire of his bargainor as to un- 
registered deeds, and secure himself from them by a proper warranty, 
while a purchaser at an execution sale would not have that advantage, 
and, therefore, by the terms of the act is protected against unregistered 
deeds or anything not appearing on the record, exactly as against un- 
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(742) registered mortgages. Indeed, as this Court has held, a docketed 
judgment is in the nature of a statutory mortgage, and the pur- 
chaser under it should have the same protection. 

The feme defendant has no cause to complain. The act was ratified 
27 February, 1885, and she, as well as the rest of the world, was notified 
that the extension of the time within which her unregistered deed would 
be good against the rights of creditors was limited to 1 January fol- 
lowing. It is singular that though she claims that her husband made 
her the deed in 1882 yet, notwithstanding the publicity of advertisement 
and the subsequent sale under the creditor’s judgment lien on 11 Decem- 
ber, 1888, her deed was not-recorded till near a year thereafter, 27 No- 
vember, 1889, when the purchaser was endeavoring to obtain possession. 
Laws 1885, ch. 147, provides: “No conveyance of land shall be valid to 
pass any property as against creditors but from registration thereof in 
the county where the land heth.” There is no exception as to the rights 
of. married women or any other exception of any kind whatever affecting 
this case, and the Court has power to interpolate none. 

When this case was here again (111 N. C., 306) the Court correctly 
held that notice to the agent, acting in the scope of his employment, was 
notice to the principal. But it was an inadvertence to hold that the 
proviso in the act applied to purchasers at an execution sale who buy 
the ecreditor’s rights. What is the intent and effect of docketing the 
judgment but that the interest acquired by such docketing shall be sold 
and pass to the purchaser at the execution sale? The proviso, by its 
plain, unmistakable terms, as well as by the former decision of this 
Court (109 N. C., 636), contains, as already stated, no exception as to 
creditors, but is restricted to purchasers from the donor, bargainor or 

lessor. 
(743) Even independent altogether of the act of 1885 the defendant 

has no valid defense to the plaintifi’s demand for possession. By 
section 1245 of The Code, in force in 1882, her deed was not “good 
and available” unless registered in two years and no subsequent act was 
passed which extended the time beyond 1 January, 1886. Her deed is 
therefore valueless under the former statute. Whence, then, comes her 
right under the circumstances to resist the purchaser at a sale under a 
docketed judgment? The petition to rehear should be allowed. 


MacRag, J., also dissents. 


Cited: 8. c., 116 N. C., 772; Bank v. Adrian, ib., 547; Patterson v. 
Mills, 121 N. C., 267. | 
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M. A. JORDAN y. CITY OF ASHEVILLE. 


Contributory N egligence—Burden of Proof—J udge’s Charge. 


1. Under the statute (chapter 33, Laws 1887) which requires that, in actions 
for the recovery of damages resulting from the negligence of the defend- 
ant, contributory negligence, if relied upon as a defense, shall be set up 
in the answer and proved on the trial, there can be no presumption of 
contributory negligence; therefore it was error in the judge to charge 
that the burden of proof was upon the plaintiff, in such an action, to show 

* that she was not herself guilty of negligence, though the defendant offered 
no testimony. 


2. Where, upon an issue as to whether an injury complained of was caused 
by the negligence of the, defendant, the plaintiff made a prima facie case, 
the judge ought to have instructed the jury to find the issue in her favor 
if they believed her testimony, and it was error to blend his instructions 
on that issue with those on an issue relating to contributory negligence. 


Appear at August Term, 1892, of Buncomss, from Bynum, J. (744) 

The plaintiff seeks to recover damages on account of injuries 
sustained by her in stepping into a hole in a sidewalk of defendant city, 
alleged to have resulted from the negligence of defendant city in its 
failure to keep the sidewalk in repair. The defendant denied that the 
sidewalk was in an unsafe condition and that the plaintiff was injured 
through its negligence, and alleged that the plaintiff by her own negli- 
gence contributed to her injury. The plaintiff also alleged that 1t was 
the duty of the city to keep the sidewalks in repair. 

The issues were: 

1. Was the plaintiff injured by the negligence of the defendant ? 

2. Did the plaintiff contribute to her injury by her own negligence? 

3. What damage has plaintiff sustained ? 

Among other things the judge charged the jury as follows: 

“The plaintiff claims that she has been injured by the negligence of 
the defendant, and the burden is on her to show, by a preponderance of 
the evidence, that fact and the following fact, that she herself was not 
guilty of negligence.” 

The issues were found in favor of the defendant, and there was judg- 
ment accordingly, from which the plaintiff appealed. 


W. W. Jones and F. A. Sondley for eee 
Cobb & Merrimon for defendant. 


MacRar, J. Without considering the exceptions of the plaintiff, 
seriatim, upon a careful consideration of the charge of his Honor and 
493 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [112 


JORDAN UV. ASHEVILLE 


the exceptions specially directed to some portions thereof, and not the 
first exception, which is too general, we are forced to the conclusion that 

the plaintiff has just cause of exception that the jury was in- 
(745) structed that the burden was upon the plaintiff to show that she 

herself was not guilty of negligence. It is true that the defendant 
offered no testimony, and that notwithstanding by Laws 1887, ch. 33, 
it is provided “that in all actions to recover damages by reason of the 
negligence of the defendant, where contributory negligence is relied upon 
as a defense, it shall be set up in the answer and proved on the trial,” 
yet if the plaintiff’s own testimony, offered for the purpose of showing 
negligence on the part of the defendant, proved also contributory negli- 
gence on her part as the proximate cause of the injury the defendant 
might have relied upon the plaintiff’s evidence and introduced none by 
way of defense. 4 Wait Ac. and Def., 720, and cases cited. 

But the plaintiff was entitled to have the instructions separately 
given upon the two issues. His Honor states the proposition at the 
outset: “The plaintiff claims that she has been injured by the negligence 
of the defendant, and the burden is on her to show by a preponderance 
of the evidence that fact and the following fact, that she herself was 
not guilty of negligence.” And while the law of negligence bearing upon 
this case is well stated, yet from time to time in his instructions upon 
the first issue he repeats the proposition that it was incumbent upon 
her to show that she was injured not by her own negligence. We think 
that he ought to have instructed the jury that upon the testimony, if 
believed by them, they should respond to the first issue in the affirma- 
tive, for the testimony shows that the sidewalk upon a pubhe street in 
Asheville was not in the condition in which it should have been kept 
by defendant with due regard to the safety of the public, and that 
the plaintiff was injured by stepping upon a rotten plank or into a hole 

caused by the decay of a plank. Several witnesses testified to its 
(746) unsafe condition and to the continuance thereof for a long time. 
His Honor properly charged the jury as to notice to defendant 

of the defect in the sidewalk. 

Upon the first issue a prima facie case was made of negligence of 
defendant and consequent injury to plaintiff, for it is plain that but 
for the defect the accident would not have occurred. But the instructions 
upon the first and second issues were so blended that it could not have 
been expected of the jury, however intelligent, to have drawn the distinc- 
tion which they were required to do in passing upon the distinct issues. 

Under our statute there is no presumption that the plaintiff contrib- 
uted to the injury by her own negligence. By placing the burden upon 
her the conditions were changed, and it was necessary that she should 
offer evidence that she was not negligent in the face of the statute. If 
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upon her own testimony and that of her witnesses the jury were left in 
doubt whether she were negligent or not, they must have found against 
her, whereas, the rule is to the contrary. The defendant offered no testi- 
mony. Unless the jury were satisfied by the evidence offered by the 
plaintiff that she had contributed to her own injury and that this negli- 
gence of hers was the proximate cause, they should have responded to the 
second issue in her favor. | 

It will not be necessary for us to examine further into the exception. 

New RIA. 


Cited: Haltom v. R. R., 127 N. C., 258. 


a. (747) 
*W. W. McDOWELL anp Wire v. CITY OF ASHEVILLE. 


Eminent Domain—O pening Streets—Mandamus to Compel Assessment 
of Damages. 


1. Where a corporation, having the right of eminent domain, and whose 
charter imposes the duty of ascertaining, by a prescribed method, the 
damages or benefits resulting to the owner in case of disagreement, takes 
and occupies land without having taken any valid legal proceedings to 
have the damages, etc., assessed, and refuses on the demand of the 
owner to proceed to have such assesSment made, such owner is entitled 
to a writ of mandamus compelling the performance of the duty imposed 
by the charter, 


2. Where the owner of land appealed from a report of a jury appointed by a 
corporation to assess damages or benefits resulting to his land by opening 
a street thereon on the ground that no damages were given, and in the 
appellate court a judgment was entered with the consent of the appellant 
therein, declaring that the proceedings subsequent to the condemnation 
of the land, and in reference to the assessment of damages and benefits, 
were irregular and void, and dismissing the appeal at cost of appellant: 
Held, that the effect of such judgment was to leave the parties in exactly 

_the same position they occupied before the proceedings were instituted, 
and the owner is not estopped thereby from insisting, in another suit, 
that the corporation shall be compelled to have damages, etec., assessed. 


8. Where a corporation having alone the power to institute proceedings for 
the assessment of damages and benefits resulting from its exercise of 
eminent domain, fails and refuses, on demand of the owner, to do so, the 
owner may treat the corporation as a trespasser, and sue in ejectment, if 
he elect to do so; otherwise the appropriate remedy is by mandamus to 
compel the corporation to assess the damages as provided by its charter. 


*AvERY, J., did not sit on the hearing of this appeal. 
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Action heard at March Term, 1893, of Buncomss, before Graves, J., 
who ordered the writ of mandamus to issue as prayed for in the com- 
plaint, from which judgment the defendant appealed. 
(748) The facts necessary to an understanding of the decision of the 
Court are fully stated in the opinion of Shepherd, C. J. 


Charles A. Moore and J. H. Merrimon for plaintiffs. 
Cobb & Merrimon for defendant. 


Suepuerp, C. J. Under a provision of its amended charter (section 
87, chapter 111, Pr. Laws 1883) the defendant, on 20 August, 1887, 
condemned certain land of the plaintiffs and entered thereon and con- 
structed a street, which it has continuously used ever since. The charter 
does not give the plaintiffs the right to institute proceedings for the 
assessment of damages, but, in case of disagreement, 1t imposes upon 
the defendant the duty of causing its marshal to summon six freeholders 
who shall ascertain such damages as well as any special advantage which 
may result to the owners by reason of the contemplated improvements. 
The report of these freeholders, when confirmed by the aldermen, may 
be appealed from by the owners, and the appellate court shall have power 
to increase or diminish the amount of damages, ete., but shall “in no 
wise adjudicate the necessity of the improvement.” It 1s further pro- 
vided that no appeal shall hinder or delay the aldermen in making the 
proposed improvements, provided the amount of damages assessed by 
the freeholders be paid into the office of the clerk of the court. The 
freeholders in this case reported that no damage had been sustained 
. by the plaintiffs, and an appeal was taken to the Superior Court. Upon 
the hearing of the appeal at December Term, 1889, the defendant in- 
sisted that all of the proceedings which it had instituted subsequent to 
the condemnation and taking of the land were void, assigning as one 

of its reasons that the said freeholders were not summoned for 
(749) the purpose of assessing damages and benefits, but simply to 

“view and lay off a street.” The plaintiffs assented to the propo- 
sition that the proceedings were void and a judgment was entered 
declaring the same. The appeal was dismissed at the cost of the plain- 
tiffs, and from this part only of the judgment they appealed to this 
Court. That appeal was abandoned. 

Thus it appears by the defendant’s own admission that it has entered 
upon and is in the use and occupation of the plaintiffs’ property with- 
out having taken any valid legal proceedings to have the damages, etc., 
assessed, and, although the plaintiffs have demanded that the defendant 
proceed to have such assessment made, it has refused and still refuses 
to do so. The plaintiffs pray that a mandamus issue compelling the 
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defendant to perform the duty so plainly imposed upon it by its charter, 
but this is resisted upon several grounds, which we will now proceed 
to examine. 

Tt is urged that the plaintiffs are estopped upon the principle of res 
judicata. We do not think that the principle applies to the peculiar cir- 
cumstances attending-this case. It was the duty of the defendant to. 
have instituted proper proceedings. This it failed to do, and at its 
own instance a judgment was entered with the consent of the plaintiffs, 
declaring that the proceedings appealed from were void. The substance 
of the judgment was that the defendant had made no legal attempt to 
perform its statutory duty, and its effect was to leave the parties exactly 
in the same position they ‘occupied before the proceedings were in- 
stituted. | 

It is, therefore, the plain duty of the jceentaa to proceed according 
to the provisions of the charter to have the damages assessed. It is 
insisted, however, that mandamus is not the proper remedy, inasmuch 
as the plaintiffs may have adequate relief at common law. The principle 
asserted is well established, but it must be borne in mind that in its 
application “the existing legal remedy relied upon as a bar to 
interference by mandamus must not only be an adequate remedy (750) 
in the general sense of the term, but it must be specific and ap- 
propriate to the particular circumstances of the case; that is, 1¢. must 
be such a remedy as affords relief upon the very subject-matter of the 
controversy.” High Extraordinary Remedies, 19. 

Now it may be true as contended by counsel that the defendant alone 
having the power to initiate statutory proceedings, and having failed 
to do so, may be treated as a trespasser and sued in ejectment (Mills 
Eminent Domain, 89), but it is clear that such a remedy would not 
be appropriate to the peculiar circumstances of this case. The defend- 
ant is still occupying the land as a street, claiming it under the right 
of eminent domain conferred by its charter, and the plaintiffs evidently 
prefer that the street should remain, and therefore do not elect to treat 
the defendant as a trespasser. Such being the case, the appropriate 
remedy is to compel the defendant to assess the damages as provided 
by its charter. In accordance with this view it has often been held that 
mandamus is a proper remedy in cases of this character. High (supra, 
318) says: “The writ has frequently been granted to protect the rights 
of landowners to compensation for their lands taken in the construc- 
tion of works of public improvement. And where a railway or other 
corporation is vested with the right of eminent domain, it may be com- 
pelled by mandamus to take the necessary steps for summoning a jury 
to assess damages for the property taken or damaged.” To the same 
effect are Lewis on Eminent ona 614; Heard’s Short Ex. Rem., 
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338, and 14 A. & E., 162, and the numerous cases cited in the notes. 

These authorities abundantly sustain the position that where the statute 
does not provide that the owner may institute proceedings, the 

(751) party condemning, on whom is imposed the duty, may be com- 
pelled to do so by mandamus. 

Being clearly of this opinion, we have deemed it unnecessary to enter 
into an elaborate discussion of all the authorities presented by the in- 
telligent counsel. 

AFFIRMED. 


H. T. RUMBOUGH v. SOUTHERN IMPROVEMENT COMPANY. 


Sa of Officer to a Bend Decaraiion of One Officer as 
to Authority of Another—Hvidence. 


1. Officers of a corporation, from the highest to the lowest, are only the agents 
thereof, and their acts and contracts are binding on their principal only 
when within the scope of their authority, express or implied. . 


2. The scope of the authority of one officer of a corporation, as to a past trans- 
action at least, cannot be proved by the unsworn declarations of another 
officer or agent; therefore, 


8. In an action on a draft drawn by an agent of a corporation and accepted 
by him in the name of the corporation, the declarations of the president, 
made after the alleged acceptance, were inadmissible to show the agent’s 
authority to bind the company. 


4. Evidence of the contents of a letter to prove a contract is inadmissible when 
the letter itself is not produced nor its loss satisfactorily accounted for. 


Action heard before Hoke, J., and a jury at Spring Term, 1892, of 
Maptson. 

The same case upon a former appeal is reported in 109 N. C., 703, 
and the facts pertinent to this appeal sufficiently appear in the Sati 
of Associate Justice Burwell. 

One of the issues submitted to the jury by the court was as follows: 
“Was W. E. Watkins authorized to draw and accept said bill of exchange 

for the defendant company?” There was verdict for the plaintiff, 
(752) and from the judgment thereon defendant appealed. 


W. W. Jones and H. T. Rumbough for plaintiff. 
J. M. Gudger, T. F. Davidson, C. M. Busbee and fF, A. Sondley for 
defendant. 
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Burwett, J. The plaintiff’s action is founded upon a draft drawn 
in his favor by W. E. Watkins for the sum of $950 and accepted by said 
Watkins in the name of the defendant corporation. It was necessary 
to the establishment of his claim that plaintiff should prove that Wat- 
kins had authority to bind the defendant in this manner. In his effort 
to do this he was allowed on the trial, notwithstanding the objection 
of defendant, to introduce the declarations of the president and general 
manager of defendant company, made after the alleged acceptance, to 
the effect that Watkins had authority so to contract for the defendant. 
This was not proper. Smith v. Rk. #., 68 N. C., 107. It is there said 
that “the power to make declarations or admissions in behalf of a com- 
pany as to events or defaults that have occurred and are past, cannot 
be inferred as incidental to the duties of a general agent to superintend 
the current dealings and business of the company. No such power is 
, expressly given by the by-laws of defendant company, and a general 
power so unusual and so unnecessary in the ordinary business of a com- 
pany must require a clear and distinct grant.” In that case the decla- 
ration offered was that of the superintendent, who “had authority from 
the president and directors of the road to arrange and alter the tariff 
of freights, and generally to make all other contracts with shippers over 
the road,” and the controversy was in relation to a contract for 
the shipment of freight. Here, it is true, the declarations intro- (753) 
duced were those of the president. But the name of the officer 
eannot change the rule. It is a question not of name but of authority. 
Officers of corporations, from the highest to the lowest, are only the. 
agents of such corporations. What acts they perform and what con- 
tracts they make for their principals are binding if within the scope 
of their particular authority, express or impled. But the scope of 
the authority of one officer or agent, as to a past transaction at least, 
cannot be proved by the unsworn declaration of another officer or agent. 
The objection to the admissibility of such testimony is obvious. 

It appears from the statement of the case on appeal that some of the 
declarations of the president of defendant company, as to the authority 
of Watkins to accept this draft, as we understand the record, were con- 
tained in a letter written by him, and the objection was made that the 
contents of the letter should not be spoken of, because it was not pro- 
duced, nor was its nonproduction properly accounted for. 

If the contefits of this letter were relied on by plaintiff merely as 
a declaration by the president that Watkins had authority to accept 
the draft, they were incompetent whether the letter was produced or 
not, for the reasons above stated. | | 

If its contents were to be used as proof of a contract on the part of 
the company that it would acknowledge and pay the draft, then it was 
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very clearly improper to allow the witness to speak of the contents, the 

letter not being produced, unless its loss was accounted for according to 

the rules of law, for, in that view of the matter, this was to allow parol 

testimony to establish what was contained in a written agreement with- 
out first proving that the writing was lost or destroyed. 

(754) Inasmuch as the defendant is entitled to a new trial for the 
error above pointed out, we do not deem it necessary to consider 

any other of the numerous exceptions taken by its counsel. 

NEW TRIAL. 


Cited: Egerton v. R. R., 115 N. C., 648; Walliams v. Tel. Co., 116 
N. ©., 561; Summerrow v. Baruch, 128 N. C., 205; McEntyre v. Cotton 
Mills, 182 N. C., 600; Younce v. Lumber Co., 155 N. C., 241; Gazzam v. 
Ins. Co., tb., 841; Lytton v. Mfg. Co., 157 N. C., 832; Barnes v. RB. R., 
(161 N. C., 582; Styles v. Mfg. Co., 164 N. C., 877; Robertson v. Lumber — 
Co., 165 N. C., 5; Morgan v. Benefit Socket: 167 N. C., 265, 266; 
Fleming v. R. R., 168 N. C., 250; Johnson v. Ins. Co., 172 N. C., 148; 
Sternberg v. nes vb., 736; R, R. v. Smitherman, 178 N-Cs 599, 


J. H. BARNARD v. J. G. MARTIN. 
Action on. Note—Ltability of Surety—Judgment. 


1. Where the maker of a note, in an action thereon, ciaims that it was given 
as security for a loan made by plaintiff to a corporation, his liability is 
fixed by a showing that the corporation was insolvent at the commence- 
ment of the action, and it would be a vain thing to require plaintiff to 
seek to recover from an insolvent corporation before demanding of de- 
fendant the fulfiliment of his contract of suretyship. 


2. Where, in an action on a note for which collateral had been deposited, it 
appeared that plaintiff had rehypothecated the collateral, the rights of 
the defendant were properly guarded by the judgment which set out that 
the collateral had been deposited with the clerk to be delivered to de- 
fendant on the payment of the judgment. 


Action heard before Bynum, J., and a a at August Term, 1892, 
of Buncomse. 

The facts are sufficiently stated in the opinion of Associate Justice 
Burwell, 

From a judgment for the plaintiff the defendant appealed. 
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W. W. Jones for plaintiff. 
Charles A. Moore for defendant. 


Burwetr, J. The plaintiff alleges in his complaint that he (755) 
is the owner and holder of a promissory note for the sum of 
$3,000 signed by the defendant, by his duly authorized agent, and made - 
payable to him and due 30 January, 1891; that no part of said note has 
been paid, except the interest thereon to 24 August, 1891; that at the 
time of the execution of said note the defendant denomited with him a 
certificate for nine hundred and fifty shares of stock in the Asheville 
Street Railway Company, which he avers he is ready and willing to 
return to the defendant upon the payment of said note. 

The defendant admits the truth of all the above stated facts, and 
says that the certificate of stock spoken of was put in the hands of the 
plaintiff to secure the payment of the note, but he insists that it was 
delivered, with the stock collateral, to secure the plaintiff in the event 
that the Asheville Light and Power Company could not be compelled to 
pay to him the sum of $3,000 and interest which plaintiff had agreed to 
loan that company, if protected by defendant in that way from loss. 

The plaintiff contended that such was not the agreement under which 
he acquired possession of the note and collateral, but, on the contrary, 
that he loaned defendant $3,000, taking the note therefor, and defendant 
in turn loaned the money he had thus borrowed from plaintiff to the 
Light and Power Company. 

The jury, upon issues submitted to them, have found that that com- 
pany was insolvent when this suit was brought, and is insolvent now, 
and there is no pretense that the money spoken of, which it received, 
has been paid to either of the parties. There was no exception to any 
of the evidence relating to these issues, nor to the charge so far as it 
referred to them. 

The insolvency of the Light and Powes Company being thus estab- 
lished, the liability of defendant to plaintiff for the amount of the note 
was fixed according to his own version of the matter, and it be- 
comes of no consequence to decide whether the money was loaned (756) 
to the company by defendant or by plaintiff, He cannot require 
the plaintiff to do so vain a thing as to seek to recover from an insolvent 

corporation before demanding that he shall fulfill his contract of 
suretyship. 

We do not deem it necessary to consider the exceptions taken on the 
trial, all of which relate to other issues, since in the view we take of the 
case, expressed above, those issues become immaterial, further than to 
say that we find no error in his Honor’s ruling. 
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Tt was admitted on the trial that plaintiff had used the certificate 
of stock which defendant had deposited with him as above stated to 
secure a loan of $3,000 which he had obtained from the National Bank 
at Asheville. In the judgment rendered against the defendant it is 
stated that the plaintiff has deposited that certificate in the hands of the 
clerk to be delivered to defendant when he pays the amount of that 
judgment. We think that his Honor has properly guarded the as 
of the defendant by the terms of the judgment. 

_ No ERROR. 


ua 
- 


Cited: Sykes v. Everett, 167 N. C., 609. 


(7877) | 
J. H. HEMPHILL vy. T. J. MORRISON. 


Practice—A ppeal—E «ceptions to Charge—Agreement of Counsel. 


1. Where no exception is set out in the case on appeal other than “To the 
whole of this charge the plaintiff excepted,” and it does not affirmatively 
appear that there was not more than one proposition of law laid down in 
the charge, and no error appears on the face of the record proper, the 
judgment of the court below will be affirmed. 


2. Exceptions to the judge’s charge, filed in the clerk’s office after the settle- 
ment of the case on appeal, are not properly a part of the eae De on 
appeal and should not be sent up. 


3. The purpose of requiring exceptions to be made specifically in sppeliante 
statement of case is that the judge, in settling the case, may send up 
such parts of the testimony as are pertinent to the parts of the charge 
excepted to, and that the appellee may be apprised at the “settlement” of 
the case and before argument here, of the true grounds upon which the 
appeal is based. 


4. The judge below has no authority without the consent of the appellee to 
extend the time fixed by the statute for filing exceptions, and no agree- 
ment of counsel when denied and not entered upon the record or in writ- 
ing will be considered by this Court. 


Action tried before Bynum, J., and a jury, at December Term, 1892, 
of Buncomsgs. 
There was verdict and judgment for defendant, and plaintiff ap- 
pealed. The essential facts are stated in the opinion of Associate Justice 


Clark. 
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Charles A. Moore for plaintiff. 
Cobb & Merrimon and Gudger & Martin for defendant. 


Crark, J. There is no exception set out in the case on appeal other 
than “To the whole of this charge the plaintiff excepted.” It does not 
affirmatively appear that there was not more than one proposition of 
law laid down in the charge, and this exception by the repeatedly re- 
peated rulings of this Court, cannot be considered (Hopkins v. Bowers, 
111 N. C.,175; 8. v. Frizell, 2b., 722), and there being no error eu 
on the fice of the record proper, the judgment is affirmed. 

It is true that, as to the charge, the appellant ean file or 
within ten days, and when he has placed them in his statement of case 
on appeal he can have a certiorari for them when omitted by the _ 
judge. Lowe v. Elliott, 107 N. C., 718. But the appellant did (758) 
not take this course. After the case on appeal was settled he 
filed in the clerk’s office sundry exceptions to the charge. This does not 
serve the purpose of requiring the exceptions to be made specifically 
in appellant’s statement of the case, which is that the judge, in settling 
the case, may send up as much of the evidence as is necessary to us in 
passing upon the correctness of the parts of the charge excepted to, 
and that the appellee may be prepared at the “settlement” of the case 
and in argument here to meet the appellant upon the:grounds he has 
selected. These exceptions were, therefore, improperly sent up. They 
are not properly a part of the tr anscript on appeal. For his delay in 
this regard the appellant’s excuse in this case is thatthe judge extended 
the time'to file exceptions. But the time being fixed by statute, the 
court was without authority to extend it without consent of the appellee, 
S. v. Price, 110 N. C., 599 (on p. 602). 

The consent.is dened and, not being in writing, the Court cannot 
consider affidavits to decide the question. Rule 39 of the Supreme 
Court; Clark’s Code, p.. 704, and numerous eases there cited. The 
Court is here to decide litigated questions between the parties presented 
by the appeal, but not disputed questions as to the recollection of counsel 
in regard to agreements or waivers which could so easily be ay oided by 
proper entries on the record, or by being reduced to w riting. ° ondley v. 
Asheville, ante, 694. 

No ERROR. 


Cited: Sondley v. Hepeiite, ante, 697; oe v. abana ‘414 


N. C., 229; Pipkin v. McArtan, 122 N. C., 194; Hahn v. Brinson, 133 
N. C., 8; Mirror Co..v. Casualty Co., 157 N. ©, 
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(759) 
C. H. MILLER et at. v. THE CITY OF ASHEVILLE. 


DEFENDANT’S APPEAL. 


Municipal Corporations—Condemnation of Land for Streets—Diverse 
Owners—lIrfe Hstate—hemainder—Reference to Determine Value 
and Respective Interest of Owners. 


1. Where, in the trial of an appeal from an assessment of damages in con- 
demnation proceedings instituted by a city for widening a street, a map 
of the plan of the city had been introduced at the beginning of the trial 
without objection and used by other witnesses in explaining their testi- 
mony, it was not error to permit a subsequent witness to testify in re- 
gard to such map. 


2. In a trial of an action wherein plaintiff sought damages for land con- 
demned by a defendant city, the defendant having admitted that plain- 
tiffs’ ancestor died seized in fee simple of the land condemned: that his 
will, which was in evidence without objection, had been construed by the 
Supreme Court as devising the land in question for life to one of the 
plaintiffs, and that the other plaintiffs were her children, and having itself 
instituted the proceedings against the plaintiffs for condemnation of the 
land, was estopped to deny that the title to the land was in the plaintiffs 
or some of them, 


3. Although parties who are entitled to land by way of contiagent remainder 
may not sell the same for partition because their respective shares therein 
cannot be ascertained until the happening of the contingency, yet such 
property may be taken in the exercise of eminent domain by the sovereign 
or the one to whom it delegates that right, and the fund awarded as 
damages will be substituted for the realty, and upon the happening of the 
contingency will be divided among the parties entitled in the same man- 
ner as the realty would have been if left intact; therefore, 


4. Where, in the trial of a suit relating to damages for land condemned by 
defendant city and belonging to one of the plaintiffs for life and to the 
others by way of contingent remainder, the jury assessed the totality of 
damages due by the defendant to the plaintiffs, the defendant has no con- 
cern as to the division of the fund and cannot object to an order of 
reference to ascertain how, and in what proportions, the plaintiffs are 
entitled thereto. 


5. Where land had been ‘condemned in 1887 for widening a street, and the 
house thereon was torn down in 1890, and in the meantime rented by the 
owners, it was proper, on the trial of a suit relating to the damages for 
such condemnation, to instruct the jury that they should allow interest 
on such sum as they might assess as damages from the time of the con- 
demnation, but should take into consideration the use made of and benefit 
received by the plaintiffs from the land after such date, against the dam- 
ages. 
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6. After proceedings for the condemnation of land by the city of Asheville 
were begun, but before the trial and verdict assessing damages therefor, 
chapter 135, Private Laws 1891, was passed, section 16 of which provided 
that in condemnation proceedings all benefits to the owner shall be con- 
sidered: Held, that such act was merely a change of remedy and is valid, 
and it was-error in the court below to instruct the jury that the benefits 
assessed must be only “those which are special to the owner and not such 
as he shares in common with other persons.” 


Action tried before Merrimon, J., and a jury, at August Term, o 60) 
1891, of Buncomse. 

The city of Asheville instituted two proceedings, each against the 
plaintiffs, under the provisions of the charter of the defendant, the 
city of Asheville, being chapter 3, Laws 1883, and acts amendatory 
thereof, for the purpose of condemning certain lands for the purpose 
of widening North Main Street and Pulliam Street in said city, and 
the reports of the juries summoned for such purposes were duly con- 
firmed and approved by the mayor and board of aldermen of the defend- 
ant, the said city of Asheville. 

Each of said proceedings was thereafter brought upon appeal by the 
plaintiffs, under the provisions of the said charter of the defendant, to 
the Superior Court and at the March Term, 1891, the said two proceed- 
ings were consolidated by consent. 

Upon the trial the following issues were submitted: 

1. What damages, if any, have been done to the property by the pro- 
posed improvements of Main and Pulliam streets? 

2. What special benefit, advantage and enhanced value have 
been caused to the property by the proposed improvement? — (761) 


Charles A. Moore for plaintiffs. (766) 
Cobb & Merrumon for ss ae 


CLARK, J. The first exception of the defendant, which is to the testi- 
mony of C. H. Miller in regard to the plan of the city, already in evi- 
dence, without exception, is without merit. 

The defendant having admitted that James M. Smith died seized in 
fee simple of the land; that his will, which was in evidence, without 
objection, had been eonstrued in Miller ex parte, 90 N. C., 625, and 
that the plaintiffs were the testator’s daughter and grandchildren, and 
having itself instituted this proceeding to condemn :the land, was 
estopped to deny that the title to the land was in the plaintiffs or some 
of them. In what proportion the damages for the land should be 
divided among the plaintiffs did not concern the defendant. It had no 
right, therefore, to except to the order of reference made to that end by 
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(767) the court after verdict. The verdict established the title in plain- 
tiffs, and the amount of damages the defendant should pay. 

It is true that it was held in the case cited that the real estate 
devised by James M. Smith could not be sold for partition. But that 
was between the parties themselves, and on the ground that, the remain- 
ders being contingent, the parties entitled to share therein could not be 
ascertained. But that rule does not apply as between the sovereign, or 
the party to whom it delegates the right of eminent domain, and those 
having an interest in the land—vested or contingent. When (as here) 
the property is taken under the right of eminent domain, the fund real- 
ized is substituted for the realty and is held subject to like charges and 
trusts, and when limited over on a contingent remainder. it will be 
divided among the parties entitled, upon the happening of the contin- 
gency, in the same manner as the realty itself would have been if it had 
remained intact. If this were not so, it would be easy as to the construc- 
tion of railroads, the opening or widening of streets, and in the numer- 
ous other instances which, in a progressive eomimunity, eall for the 
_ exercise of the powers of albaiiete sovereignty, to defeat the right of 
eminent domain, by simply limiting or settling | property upon a.contin- 
gent remainder. It would hamper the exercise of the right if ‘the 
remainderman ‘could wait till some remote day when the damages would 
be enhanced by the rise in values. The jury having assessed the totality 
of the damages due by the defendant, and that it was due to the plain- 
tiffs, the defendant, as above said, need not concern itself as to the 
division of the fund or the directions of the court how the fund or any 
part thereof shall be held or divided; hence the requests: from the 
defendant to charge, numbered 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, were properly refused. The 
charge substituted for the eighth prayer of defendant was proper. 

We are of opinion, however, that there was error in instructing the 
jury, as requested by the plaintiffs, that the benefits assessed must be 

only those “which are special to the owner, and not such as he 
(768) shares in common with other persons.” To this the defendant 

excepted. The rule laid down by his Honor has been the settled 
ruling of this Court, but it was expressly altered as to all condemnation 
proceedings snistituted ans behalf.of ihe defendant by section 16, chapter 
135, Private Laws 1891. It is true, this was enacted 28 February, 1891, 
after these proceedings were begun. But the verdict assessing the dam- 
ages was rendered thereafter, at August Term, 1891. This is merely a 
change of remedy. Whether the defendant can reduce the damages by 
all the benefits accruing to the plaintiffs, or only by those benefits 
special to the plaintiffs, rests with the sovereign when it confers the 
exercise of the right of eminent domain. When, after proceedings begun, 
but before the trial, the Legislature struck out “an right to any benefits 
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as an offset, it was held valid. &. &#. v. Hall, 67 Ul, 99. For the same 
reason, the present act, which extends the assessment of benefits to all 
received by the landowner, instead of a restriction to the special benefits, 
is valid. All the landowner can claim is that his property shall not be 
taken for public use without compensation. Compensation is had when 
the balance is struck between the damages and benefits conferred on him 
by the act complained of. To that, and that alone, he has a constitu- 
tional and vested right. The Legislature, in conferring upon the cor- 
poration the exercise of the right of eminent domain, can in its dis- 
cretion require all the benefits or a specified part of them, or forbid any 
of them to be assessed as offsets against the damages. This is a: matter 
which rests in its grace, in which neither party has a vested right, and 
as to which the Legislature can change its mind always before rights 
are settled and vested by a verdict and judgment. 

This error in no way enters into or affects the verdict upon the (769) 
first issue. Therefore, a partial new trial will be awarded as to 
the verdict upon the second issue only. 

PARTIAL NEW TRIAL. 


Cited: Rk. R. v. Platt Land, 133 N. C., 273; Bost v. Cabarrus, 152 
N. C., 586; Phifer v. Comrs., 157 N. C., 152; Campbell v. Comrs., 178 
N. C., 501; Lanier v. Greenville, 174 N. ©., 817; Hiks v. Comrs., 179 
IN Aa "943, "948, 246, 247. 


C. H. MILLER er at. v. THE CITY OF ASHEVILLE. 


PLAINTIFFS’ APPEAL. 


Municipal Corporations—Condemnation Proceedings—Damages—Bene- 
fits—Dwerse Owners—Llife Hstate—Contingent Remainder—lIssues. 


1. Where it appeared from a will in evidence, without objection, that one of 
the claimants of land condemned by a city was entitled to a life estate 
only therein, a judgment in favor of such claimant for the value of the 
life estate only was properly rendered in a suit relating to damages for 
such condemnation. 


2, Where, in apportioning an award of damages and ascertaining the value 
of a life estate in a fund of $1,500, it appeared that the life tenant was 
sixty-two years of age and in good health, the finding of a referee that 
the expectancy of such life tenant was twelve years and nine months, and 
the value of her life estate in such fund was $787.63, was proper under 
section 1352 of The Code. . 
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8. Where land, limited by a will to one for life and by contingent remainder 
to others, was condemned by a city for widening streets, the damages 
awarded stand in the same plight and condition as the realty, and it was 
proper to adjudge that the balance of the recovery, after deducting the 
present value of the life estate of the life tenant, should be invested by the 
clerk until the termination of the life estate so as. then to be divided 
among the parties then entitled in the manner provided by the will as to 
the realty for which it had been substituted. 


4, In ascertaining damages for the condemnation of land, where the amount 
of damages and benefits have both been found by the jury, it is immaterial 
whether the mathematical operation of deducting one from the other is 
made by the court or the jury. . 


(770) Acrron for the recovery of damages for land condemned by the 
city of Asheville belonging to plaintiffs, tried at August Term, 
1891, of Buncomss, before Merrimon, J., and a jury. 

The nature of the proceedings and the facts in relation thereto, includ- 
ing the issues submitted to the jury and the report of R. McBrayer, 
referee, are fully set out in the report of the defendant’s appeal in the 
case between the same parties, ante, page 759. 

The plaintiffs filed the following exceptions to the report of the 
referee: “The plaintiffs except to the report of the referee for that (1) 
he finds that Mrs. Elizabeth A. Smith is the owner of a life estate in 
said land; (2) said referee had no right to take testimony or consider 
the same; (8) said referee found that Lula R. Miller, C. H. Miller and 
J. H. Miller are not entitled to any part of the damages assigned against 
the city; (4) said referee finds that the remainder, after deducting the 
value of Elizabeth A. Smith’s alleged life estate, should not be paid to 
any one, whereas he should have found that the entire amount of dam- 
ages should be paid equally to the plaintiffs.” 

The exceptions were overruled, and from the judgment entered on 
the report of the referee (see report of defendant’s appeal, page 759) 
in favor of Elizabeth Smith for a part of the money recovered as dam- 
ages for taking the land and ordering an investment of the balance until 
the termination of her life estate, the other plaintiffs appealed. 


Charles A. Moore for plaintiffs. 
Cobb & Merrimon for defendant. 


Cuark, J. The proceedings were begun by the defendant as plaintiff, 
and against one of the plaintiffs as defendant, the other plaintiffs having 
since come in and been made parties by consent. By some means 

(771) the relative position of the plaintiffs and defendant was changed 
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when the case got into the Superior Court, but this is immaterial 
as also are some other technical irregularities which were waived, no 
exception having been taken at the time. 

- As to the first and second exceptions by the plaintiffs to the referee’s 
report, the will of James M. Smith was in evidence without exception, 
and it appears therefrom (the same having already been construed by 
this Court in Miller ex parte, 90 N. C., 625) that the plaintiff Elizabeth 
A. Smith possessed only a life estate. 

As to the remaining exceptions, the defendant was estopped to deny 
that the title of the land was in the plaintiffs, but in which of them, or 
. in what proportion the damages assessed should be divided between 
them, was a matter arising after verdict. This in no wise concerned the 
defendant. The report of the referee and the judgment of the court 
thereon were in accordance with the construction placed on the will. 
| Miller ex parte, supra. The value of the life estate was assessed as pro- 
vided by The Code, sec. 1852. The balance of the recovery is the present 
value of the interests of the remaindermen. It stands in the same plight 
and condition as the realty itself stood, and upon the expiration of the 
life estate it will be divided among the parties then entitled in the 
manner provided by the will as to the realty for which it has been 
substituted. 

The usual manner of ascertaining the damages is by estimating the 
damages and benefits and deducting one from the other. Dillon Mun. 
Corp., secs. 624, 625. And this is contemplated by the defendant’s 
charter. Private Laws 1883, ch. 111, sec. 37. Whether this shall be 
done by the jury, deducting one from the other and finding the differ- 
ence as their response to a single issue submitted as to the dam- 
ages, or whether the court shall submit, as in the present case, (772) 
two separate issues, one as to the damages and the other as to the 
benefits, is a matter of discretion. Humphrey v. Trustees, 109 N. C., 
132. It cannot affect the result, when the amount of damages and 
benefits have been both found be the jury, whether the mathematical 
operation of deducting one from the other is made by the court or the 
jury. By the terms of the plaintiff’s notices of appeal the question of 
benefits as well as damages was expressly brought to the Superior Court 
for trial. 

AFFIRMED, 
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J. C. BROWN y. RHINEHART BROS. anv W. L. WALKER. 


Practice—Judgment by Default—Setting Aside—I eer J udgment— 
Eacusable Neglect, 


1. A material amendment, unverified, to a verified complaint renders it neces- 
sary to treat the complaint as unverified. 


2, The term of court at which a complaint is filed before the third day thereof 
is practically the return term, and if defendant does not answer, judgment 
by default final may be taken at such term in cases falling within 
the provisions of section 385 of The Code, and by default and inquiry 

in other cases. 


8. An inquiry as to damages cannot be executed at the same term as that at 
which judgment by default is rendered, unless it is expressly allowed by 
statute. 

4, Where an action, not within the provisioris of section 3885 of The Code, was 
brought to August Term, 1891, of a Superior Court, but complaint was 
not filed until December Term following, and at March Term, 1892, the 
case was put on the trial docket, and when called, an amended complaint, 
unverified, was filed, and, the defendant, not having appeared, certain 
issues were submitted to the jury, and, upon the findings, a judgment: final 
was rendered, no judgment by default and inquiry having been obtained: 
Held, (1) that the case was properly placed on the trial docket, since 
not only issues of fact joined on the pleadings, but also all other matters 
for hearing before the judge at a regular term of the court are to be put 
thereon: (2) that it was irregular and not according to the course of 
practice to submit the case to a jury at March Term, 1892, without judg- 
ment by default and inquiry, and to enter a judgment on the verdict. 


5. Where a judgment has been rendered on a verdict the judgment and verdict 
‘may not be set aside for excusable neglect, etc., under section 274 of 
The Code. 


(773) Morton to vacate and set aside a judgment and verdict, heard 
at August Term, 1892, of Buncomssz, before Bynum, J. 

The plaintiff seeks, in this action, to enforce a lien against the real 
property of the defendant, W. L. Walker, and also to recover a personal 
_ judgment against him and his codefendants. 

Summons in the action was issued 21 July, 1891, returnable to the 
August Term, 1891, of Buncombe, and was served on all the defendants 
on 3 August—more than ten days prior to said August Term. The 
summons was duly returned and the case stood upon the summons 
docket of said term, but no complaint was filed during said term. 

At the next (December) term of the court the plaintiff filed his com- 
plaint, but took no further action. At March Term, 1892, plaintiff 
caused the case to be put upon the regular calendar of civil issues for 
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trial, and when it was reached, and before the jury were impaneled, the 
plaintiff obtained leave to amend his complaint in a material part. Cer- 
tain issues were submitted to a jury, which they answered. 

The plaintiff complains as a subcontractor for the reasonable worth 
of certain labor done for and materials furnished to the defendants 
Rhinehart Bros., who were the defendant Walker’s contractors, to build 
him a house. 

The amended seater which was never verified, alleges that 
defendant Walker agreed to pay the plaintiff whatever sum (774) 
might be found to be due him from Rhinehart Bros. 

There was never a judgment by default and inquiry entered in the 
case, but the final judgment was entered, upon the findings of the jury, 
at March Term, 1892. 

The defendant Walker moved the court, at August Term, 1892, to set 
aside the judgment and verdict or findings of the jury on the ground 
that the same were irregular, against the course and practice of the 
court, and contrary to positive provisions of law. 

His Honor ruled that the trial, judgment and verdict were regular, 
and refused to vacate and set them aside for irregularities, holding that 
there were no irregularities and that section 386 of The Code did not 
apply to judgments by default rendered at a term subsequent to the 
return term of the action. The defendant Walker excepted to these 
rulings and appealed from the judgment rendered. 

The defendant also moved to set aside the verdict and judgment for 
excusable neglect, which was done, and plaintiff appealed. 

H. B. Carter for plainteff. 

J. H. Merrimon and W. W. Jones for defendants. 


MacRasz, J. We cannot agree in the conclusion reached by his Honor. 
It does not seem to have been contended by the plaintiff that he was 
entitled to judgment final by default under section 385 of The Code, 
as the action was not brought upon a “breach of an express offimplied 
contract to pay absolutely or upon a contingency a sum or sums of 
money fixed by the terms of the contract, or capable of being ascertained 
therefrom by computation.” Therefore it 1s not a matter of moment 
whether the complaint was verified or not. It is well established, 
however, that a material amendment, unverified, to a verified (775) 
complaint renders it necessary to treat the complaint as unveri- 
fied. And as this amendment was material, at least as far as defendant 


_ Walker was concerned, the complaint was filed as to him just before 


the issues were submitted to the jury. Rankin v. Allison, 64 N. C., 673; 
Bank v. Frankford, 61 N. C., 199. 
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Section 386 of The Code provides: “In all other actions, except those 
mentioned in the preceding section, when the defendant shall fail to 
answer, and upon a like proof, judgment by default and inquiry may be 
had at the return term, and inquiry shall be executed at the next suc- 
ceeding term.” The return term was that held in August, 1891. If the 
complaint had been filed according to the provisions of section 206 of 
The Code, on or before the third day of the term, and the defendant 
had failed to appear and demur or answer at the same term, the plain- 
tiff might have had judgment by default (section 207). But where the 
complaint is filed after the return term, it stands on the file during the 
first three days of the next succeeding term, and judgment by default 
for want of an answer at that term may be rendered, and if judgment 
is not rendered at the term last named, and there is no answer filed at 
the next term thereafter, judgment may then be taken by default. 
Roberts v. Allman, 106 N. C., 391. The plaintiff, therefore, was entitled 
to judgment by default at March Term, 1892, upon the complaint filed 
at the previous term. But the complaint was amended at March Term, 
1892, when the case was reached upon the calendar; it does not appear 
whether this was within the first three days of the term or not; if it 
were, the defendants were entitled to the balance of the term to file their 
answer, and if no demurrer or answer was filed, the plaintiff would have 

been entitled to judgment by default. It 1s evident that this 
(776) judgment could not have been rendered until just before the 
adjournment for the term. 

We think the case was properly placed upon the civil issue docket, 
although no issues had been joined, for not only issues of fact ioued 
upon the pleadings, but also all other matters for hearing before the 
judge at a regular term of the court, are to be put upon this docket. 
The Code, sec. 88, paragraph 3; Walton v. McKesson, 101 N. C., 428. 
The complaint having been amended at March Term, 1892, the defend- 
ant was entitled to answer. For all practical purposes the term at which 
the complaint is filed, before the third day thereof, is the return term. 
Robert®. Allman, supra. And while it is true that the refusal of the 
judge to allow an answer to be filed at the trial term is a matter of dis- 
cretion and not reviewable (Reese v. Jones, 84 N. C., 597), this was not 
the trial term, because the amended complaint had just been filed. We, 
of course, are referring to such amendments as that which was made 
in this case, and not of amendments where the opposing party has not 
been misled by a defect in the pleadings, in which case an amendment 
can be allowed during the trial or even after verdict. Garrett v. Trotter, 
65 N. C., 430; The Code, sec. 273. 

Defendant Walker, then, ought to have been permitted to answer at 
| en Term, 1892, an if answer was not filed before the adjournment, 
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in case the amended complaint was filed before the close of the third 
day of the term, the plaintiff would have been entitled to a judgment by 
default and inquiry under section 386. We nowhere find that the 
inquiry may be executed at the same term as that at which the judgment 
by default was rendered, unless it is Dey allowed to be done by 
statute. 

An irregular dement is one genie contrary to the course (777) 
and practice of the Court, and may be set aside at any reasonable 
time. 

The submission of the case to the jury without judgment by detail, 
and at the same term at which such judgment might have been rendered 
if the defendant had not been entitled to answer, was not according to 
the course and practice of the court and was irregular, and it was error 
to have held that the trial, verdict and judgment were regular. 
They ought to have been set aside as to the defendant Walker, and the 
said defendant allowed to answer. (Defendant Rhinehart did not 
appeal.) Error in defendant Walker’s appeal. 


PLAINTIFF'S APPEAL IN SAME CASE 


MacRas, J. Whatever may have been the former rulings upon the 
power of the judge to set aside judgments under section 274 of The 
Code, we must consider it settled by the decisions in Beck v. Bellamy, 
93 N. C., 129, and Clemmons v. Field, 99 N. C., 400, followed in Flowers 
v. Alford, 111 N. C., 248, that where the judgment was rendered upon a 
verdict the motion will be denied, and that therefore it was error in his 
Honor to have set aside the verdict and judgment for excusable neglect. 
But as the same result will be reached, and the verdict and judgment 
be set aside as irregular, the appellant will not recover his costs upon 
the appeal. It is so ordered. 

Error. 


Cited: Morrison v. McDonald, 113 N. C., 331; Junge v. MacK night, 


135 N. C., 109; Mann v. Hall, 163 N. C., 53, 60; Forbis v. Lumber Co., 
165 N. C., 409; Hyder v. R. R., 167 N. C., 586. 
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(778) 
| PENNIMAN & CO. v. B. J. ALEXANDER. 


Contract—Maturity—Interest—Instruction to Jury. 


1. A writing containing a statement of sums to become due, at different dates, 
followed by an authorization to a third person to pay the amounts, as 
specified, to another, becomes, when accepted, a contract by the acceptor 
to pay such sums, and in the absence of any collateral or contemporaneous 
agreement, the legal effect of such writing is a matter for construction 
hy the court. | 


2. Where,-in an action on a promise to pay a sum of money, the jury found 
the same to be due the plaintiff ‘with interest from maturity,” which was 
fixed by the judgment at the date thereof, the defendant cannot complain 
that the court did not instruct the jury when, upon the face of the writ- 
ing, the sum became due. 


3. Where defendant resisted recovery on his acceptance of an order given to 
plaintiffs by a builder, on the ground that the builder had quit work be- 
fore the date fixed for the payment, and the judge instructed the jury 
that, if there was fraud or collusion between the builder and the de- 
fendant to defraud the plaintiff, the defendant could not avoid his 
liability and the burden of proof of proving such fraud and collusion was 
on the plaintiff: Held, that such instruction was not erroneous, and could 
not have the effect of prejudicing the defendant’s cause. 


Action for the recovery of money, heard before Graves, J., and a 
jury, at Spring Term, 1893, of BrncomBe. 

This action was originally begun, in the court of a justice of the 
peace, by Penniman & Co., plaintiffs, against the defendant, and W. R. 
Penniman was subsequently admitted as plaintiff by amendment. 

The action was based upon a written instrument, which is in 
(779) the words and figures following, to wit (this instrument was put 
in evidence by plaintiffs and admitted to be genuine) : 


13 Octosrr, 1890. 


First payment on second) HOuUsee.s2.c)..uscriisemslotiisetan<tnaseteiding $ 182.25 
Payment next week. 

Peconmd, payment Or Mist HOUSE x. ceiuite din Pacasetteceietenenasernrninetin — 66.18 
Payment in about twenty days. 

Second payment on second howse...........cccee er ere er 66.12 


Payment in about thirty days. + 
$ 264.50 
I authorize B. J. Alexander to pay the above amount to Penniman & 
Co., as specified above. 
Asheville, N. C., 18 October, 1890. 
Tickets to be presented. JonatHan Mooney. 
Accepted. B. J. ALEXANDER, 
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It was proved on the trial that the item “First payment on second 
house, $132.25,” was paid in November, 1890, by defendant to plaintiff. 

There was tesa mony tending to show that after the alleged acceptance 
of the order, the defendant “had taken the job away from Mooney,” the 
contractor; that Mooney gave up the contract; that he quit work within 
twenty days after the date of the writing; that while he was building 
the house a report had gone out that he would not be able to finish his 
contract, and that when he quit he had on hand some material not paid 
for, which defendant used in completing the house. 

His Honor charged the jury as follows: 


The paper offered in evidence by the plaintiff 1s neither a check, nor 
‘draft, nor bill of exchange, in the usual form of such instruments. It is 
evidence of a contract in writing which the court will construe and in- 
struct, you how this writing is to be construed. Taking what appears 
on the face of the paper, it means a promise on the part of the 
defendant Alexander to pay to the plaintiff the two sums of (780) 
$62.13 and $62.12, and if nothing more is shown, the plaintiff 
has the right to recover the sums, with interest at six per cent from the 
time it fell due. 

The defendant substantially admits this and undertakes to show you 
that the promise was not absolute and unconditional, but that at the 
time the writing was made it was agreed that payment was not to be 
made unless Mooney did so much work on the house as should entitle 
him to have the second payment on his contract with Alexander for the 
building of the house. 

Now the defendant assumes the burden of the proof, and he must 
satisfy you, by a preponderance of the evidence, that there was such an 
agreement, and must further satisfy you that the work was not done 
by Mooney, which would entitle him to the second payment. 

It is not required that the defendant satisfy you beyond a reasonable 
doubt, but it must appear by a preponderance of evidence. 

If the jury find that there was at the time of the writing an agree- 
ment, outside of the writing, and that Mooney quit the building before 
he did the work which was to have been done before the second payment - 
was to be paid, then the plaintiff cannot recover of the defendant in this 
action. 

Of course, if there was any fraud or collusion -between Mooney and 
Alexander to defraud the plaintiff, Alexander could not by fraud avoid 
his hapility. Or if Alexander prevented Mooney from going on to com- 
plete the work he could not be allowed by his own wrong-doing, by his 
unlawful interference, to prevent Mooney from doing the work, to relieve 


himself from liability to pay. 
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(781) But the plaintitt must show you that there was such fraud 
and collusion, or that Alexander did prevent Mooney from going 
on with the work on his contract with Alexander. 


The jury returned verdict for the plaintiff, and defendant moved that 
the same be set aside and for a new trial, upon the following grounds: 


1. The defendant requested the court to charge the jury that the con- 
tract sued on showed upon its face that the two sums of money claimed 
by plaintiff would not become due, as to the first, until the second pay- 
ment on first house became due, and as to the second, until the second 
payment on the second house became due, and that the burden was upon 
the plaintiff to show that the said payments on said house had become 
due, or that one of said payments had become due when this action was: 
begun. His Honor declined to give this instruction, and defendant 
excepted, and now assigns his Honor’s refusal as error. 

2. The defendant excepts to, and assigns as error, his Hues S con- 
struction of the contract sued on. The defendant insists that there was 
error in the instruction itself, and that it was also error that his Honor 
did not tell the jury when, upon the face of the contract, the two sums 
became due. 

3. That the defendant excepts and assigns error in his Honor’s in- 
struction to the jury in reference to “fraud or collusion between Mooney — 
and Alexander to defraud the plaintiff.” 

Defendant insists that there was no evidence in the case to which 
these instructions could apply; that there was no evidence of fraud or 
collusion of any kind between Mooney and Alexander to defraud plain- 
tiff or any one; there was no evidence that Alexander was guilty of 
fraud; there was no evidence that Alexander prevented Mooney from 
going on to complete the work, or of any unlawful interference by Alex- 
ander with the work. 

The motion for new trial was refused, and from the judgment 
(782) on the verdict defendant appealed. 


Charles A. Moore for plaintcff. 
J. H. Merrimon and W. W. Jones for defendant. 


Burwetz, J. We find no error in the instruction given to the jury. 
The writing, which was admitted to be genuine,. was in effect a contract 
on the part of defendant to pay to the plaintiff one hundred and thirty- 
two dollars within the week following the date thereof, and siXty-six 
dollars within twenty days after that date, and sixty-six dollars within 
thirty days thereafter, and the defendant has failed to show to the 
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satisfaction of the jury that at the time he assumed the alleged liability 
by writing the word “accepted” on the account and order, there was 
between the parties a collateral agreement, not made a part of the writ- 
ing, explaining and modifying his apparent liability. If there was no 
contract or agreement between the parties except the writing itself, it 
was to be construed by his Honor, and the right of the eae to 
recover followed from that construction. 

The jury found that the defendant was indebted to plaintiff in the 
sum of one hundred and thirty-two dollars and twenty-five cents, “with 
interest at six per cent from date of maturity,” which date seems to have 
been fixed by the judgment on 17 eee 1890. Of this, defendant 
has no cause to complain. 

Nor can the third exception of defendant be sustained. His Honor 
distinctly told the jury that if the plaintiff had insisted before them 
that Mooney’s quitting the contract might have been the result of the 
unlawful act of defendant or collusion between him and Mooney, the 
burden of proving that fact was upon him. The proposition of 
law was correctly stated. We cannot see that the statement to (783) 
the jury, under the circumstances, prejudiced the defendant’s 
cause. | 

No ERROR. 


Coted: S.c., 115 N. C., 555. 


S. M. CARR Et gt. v. J. KE. ALEXANDER ET AL, 


Action to Recover Land—Parties—N onsuit of Unnecessary Party— 
Rents and Profitts—Damages. 


i. During the pendency of an action relating to land between P. and C., in 
which there was subsequently a decree directing P. to convey the land to 
©. upon the payment by the latter of the balance of the purchase-money, 
P. conveyed to other parties; thereafter C. brought suit for the land 

against P. and his grantees, who were in possession. Held, that P. was not 
a necessary party, and it was not error to allow plaintiff to enter a non- 
suit as to P., the grantor of the other defendants. 


2. Where exceptions are not taken to a refusal to submit issues tendered or 
to those submitted, until after verdict on a motion for new trial, such 
exceptions are too late to be considered on appeal. 


3. Where, in an action to recover land, the defendants sought to inveeauee in 
evidence a record of a suit then pending between the plaintiff and an- 
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other for the purpose of showing that that case was between the same 
parties and for the same cause of actian, and it appeared that none of 
the present defendants was a party to such suit: Held, that the record 
was properly excluded. 


4, Where P., as executor holding a debt against C., and also holding the legal 
title to land in trust to convey it to C., upon the payment of the debt, 
conveyed the land to others, P. and his grantees having been in possession 
and receiving the rents and profits of the land, it was proper, in a suit 
by C. to recover the land and rents, profits and damages, to adjudge, 
upon proper findings by the jury, that such rents, profits and damages 
were chargeable against P. to the extent cf extinguishing the debt held 
by him as executor against C. 


(784) Acrton tried before Hoke, J., and a jury, at March Term, 
1892, of BuNcomBE. 


(788) Charles A. Moore and Cobb & Merrimon for plaintiff. 
FP. A. Sondley for defendants. 


Burwe tt, J. The plaintiff, when the case was called for trial, could 
enter a nonsult as to the defendant executor, and no one had a right to 
object to this except that particular defendant, and he only in the 
(789) event that in his answer he had demanded affirmative relief 
against the plaintiffs or some of them, which he had not done. 
If, when the executor had been thus discharged by the plaintiff, the 
other defendants had so demanded, the court might have adjudged him 
to be a necessary party, and might have directed him to be made a 
party again at their instance. No such motion was made, nor did his 
Honor, of his own motion, cause him to be brought in (The Code, sec. 
189), concluding correctly, as we think, that his presence was not neces- 
sary to a complete determination of the controversy. 

It appears that the defendants tendered certain issues, but they made 
no exception to the refusal to submit those they tendered nor any excep- 
tion to those submitted by his Honor till they asked for a new trial. 
These exceptions came too late to be considered. However, we do not 
think they would have availed the defendant if they had been taken in 
apt time, because the issues settled by his Honor, and submitted to the 
jury, were sufficient and proper. Hmery v. R. &.,102 N. C., 209; Leach 
v. Linde, 108 N. C., 547. 

The record of the suit of S. M. Carr against Richmond Pearson, 
executor, was properly excluded. It did not show the pendency in the 
Superior Court of Buncombe of another action between the same parties 
and for the same cause of action. Not one of the defendants here was a 
party to that suit. 
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When, in 1879, Richmond Pearson, executor, under power given him 
in the will of ne testator, contracted to sell the land in controversy to 
J. E. Alexander, W. M. Smith and James M. Wright, the legal title 
thereto was in the heirs of R. M. Pearson in trust to convey it to S. M. 
Carr in fee whenever the balance of the purchase-monéy due from him 
to the estate of R. M. Pearson was paid. In 1884 it was judicially 
determined that the balance of the said purchase-money was (790) 
three hundred and forty dollars, which was adjudged to bear 
interest from 25 July of that year. It 1s admitted that all the other 
heirs of R. M. Pearson conveyed their estate in said land to Richmond 
Pearson, and the latter has conveyed the same to Alexander, Smith and 
Wright, who, having gone into possession under the executor, to whom 
the balance of the purchase-money was due, and also holding under a 
deed from him who was invested with the legal title as trustee for Carr, 
the vendee,-stand in the place of both the executor and heir of R. M. 
Pearson so far as Carr and his assignee are concerned, and whatever 
rents and profits would have been credited on the purchase-money, if 
the land had remained in the hands of the executor, are properly to be 
eredited on that debt, though the land has been held and used, not by the 
executor, but by his vendees.and tenants. White v. Jones, 88 N. C., 166. 
It so happened that the trustee held the legal title and the possession, 
and was himself, as executor the cestuz que trust. It was his duty to 
apply the rents and profits of the land to the extinguishment of the 
debt, until said debt was thereby fully paid, if he chose, as it seems he 
did, not to have the commissioner to sell the land. And: since he saw 
fit to hold possession by his assignees, who had notice of Cary 3 equities, 
he and they are liable to the plaintiff for such waste and damage to the- 
land as has been committed or done while it was so held. The plaintiffs, 
the debt due for the purchase of the land being extinguished, are 
entitled to the possession of it, and to such, balance of rents and dam- 
ages as remain after appropriating as much thereof as may = necessary 
to the satisfying of that claim. 

And the executor’s presence in court as a party to this action was not 
at all necessary in order that there might be made a settlement that will 
effectually bar, as it seems, any lien he may assert on the land 
for the balance found due him by the decree of 1884. By force (791) 
of the judgment in this cause the legal title to the land 1s vested 
in the plaintiffs, and they hold that title free from any trust in favor 
of the executor, if in fact he sold the land to the defendants, for the sale 
of the land by him was a transfer of his debt or claim thereon, and that 
has been adjudged to have been satisfied by a judgment binding on his 
assignee. 
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As the executor was not a party when the decree was rendered, it was 
not strictly proper that it should declare that a judgment standing in 
his favor should be canceled. If, in truth, he sold the land to the 
defendants, that legal effect will follow. If he had not done so, the 
decree will be harmless as to him, as it has no binding force on the 
executor except through his assignee. So in neither case can it work 
harm to him. | 

No ERROR, | : AFFIRMED. 


B. F. SMATHERS, Apur., Erc., op JOHN LEATHERWOOD, 
vy. W. L. MOODY ET At. 


Construction of Will—Devise—Life Estate—Right of Executor to 
Possession of Land. ; 
1. Where a testator devised lands and other property to his wife, and in the 
devising clause provided as follows: ‘All the above named articles she 
is to have the undisturbed possession of during her natural life. At her 
death they shall descend to and become the property of my three blind 
sons, to wit, Edward, Elias and Jason, to be equally divided between them 
for their support; to be managed for them by my executor. In case one 
of them should die then said property, with its increase, shall descend to 
and become the property of the other two. ‘In case two of them die, then 
the aforesaid property shall inure to and become the property of the re- 
maining one; at his death all the property that remains I will to be sold 
by my executor to the best advantage, and the moneys arising from said 
sale shall be equally divided among all my grandchildren of whatever 
name’: Held, that the plain intention of the testator was that upon the 
death of the last survivor of the three blind sons all the property com- 
mitted by him to the management of his executor for their support-—the 
land and so much of the personal pLoperly, as remained—should be sold 

for division as stated in his will. 


2. An administrator cum testamento annexo has all the rights and powers 
and is subject to the same duties as if he had been named as executor; 
therefore, 


3. Where an executor was charged with the management of land, which im- 
plied the right of possession until the trust should be fully carried out, 
upon his death and the appointment of an administrator de bonis non, 
cum testamento annexo, the latter became entitled to the possession of 
the land, and can recover the same from those withholding it. 


(792) Action for the recovery of land, brought by B. F. Smathers, 

. administrator de bonis non, cum testamento annexo, of John 
Leatherwood, against W. L. Moody and W. P. Moody, and heard before 
Bynum, J., at Fall Term, 1892, of Haywoop, on complaint and de- 


murrer. 
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The plaintiff alleged that he was the owner of and entitled to the 
possession of the land by virtue of the will of John Leatherwood, de- 
ceased, and his office as administrator, having been appointed adminis- 
trator de bonis non, cum testamento annexo, upon the death of the execu- 
tor named in the will and who had qualified. The pertinent clause of 
the will was as follows: 

“2, T give and bequeath to my beloved wife, Sarah Leatherwood, four 
tracts of land (describing them). Also fou negroes, to wit, Fillia, 
’ Raleigh, Fannie and Robert. Also four head of horses, equal to any 
of my stock J may have on hand. Also ten head of cattle, equal to the 
' medium of my stock that may be on hand at my death. Also twenty 
head of hogs, equal in value to my stock, and also twelve head, 
equal in value to my stock. Also all my household and etehen (7 93) 
furniture, together with all the poultry on the farm of whatever. 
nature or ed All the above-named articles she is to have the undis- 
turbed possession of during her natural life. At her death they shall 
descend to and become the property éf my three blind sons, to wit, 
Edward, Elias and Jason, to be equally divided between them for their 
support; to be managed for them by my executor; in case one of them 
should die, then said property, with its increase, shall descend to and 
become the property of the other two; in case two of them die then the 
aforesaid property shall inure and become the property of the remain- 
ing one; at his death all the property that remains I will to be sold by 
my executor to the best advantage, and the moneys arising from said 
sale a be cea divided among all my grandchildren of whatever 
name.’ 

The defendants demurred to the complaint and insisted that by the 
terms of the will the land descended to the survivor of the three blind 
sons, with the right of disposal in fee, “and that it does not appear from 
the complaint that there was no disposition made of said property or 
that any of said property remained at the death of the survivor; and 
_ that it does not appear from the complaint that the plaintiff has or 
claims any other right or interest in said land outside of his appointment 
as administrator, ete.; and that it appears from the face of the com- 
plaint that the plaintiff is nothing more than a naked trustee, and it 
does not appear therefrom that the said trust has not been executed.” 

His Honor overruled the demurrer, holding that by the will the three 
sons had only a life estate in the land, and doseaganate appealed. 


G. H. Smathers, J. UO. L. Gudger and T. F. Davidson for (794) 


plaintiff. 
G. S. Ferguson, J. M. Moody and T. R. Purnell for defendants. 
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Burwett, J. The testator, whose intention is the great object of 1n- 
quiry in our effort to correctly construe his will, seems most naturally 
to have considered four persons—his wife and his three unfortunate 
sons—the special objects of is provident care. To his “beloved wife,” 
as he calls her, he gives the home where he and she, with the bling boys, 
lived, and other lands, and all the furniture, and certain slaves and 
stock, indicating most unmistakably his wish and purpose that the home, 
as he left it, should be the home of his widow.* His intentions as to her 
are plain. 

It will be noted that he makes no provision for his three blind chil- 
dren during the life of his wife, in whose “undisturbed possession” he - 
directed “all the above-named articles” should remain “during her 
natural lifetime,” thus indicating his entire confidence that so long as 
the mother lived they would be cared for by her out of the property thus 
given to her. But he is careful to provide for these unfortunates after 
the death of the mother; and as he showed, by giving them nothing 
during their mother’s life, his belief that they were helpless and in need 
of constant care, so he further exhibited that belief by his provision for 
them after her demise. The property, including the land described. in 
the complaint, was then to come under the management of the executor 
of his will for the support of his three blind sons equally. His language 
shows an evident intent that they should neither be burdened by, nor 
entrusted with, the management of the estate from which he wished them 
to be supported; and while he says that these lands and the other prop- 

erty named shall “descend” to them, and “become their property” 
(795) “inure” to them, and upon the death of one of these should inure 

and become the “‘property of the surviving ones,” all these expres- 
sions are controlled and explained by the provision that at the death of 
that surviving one “all the property that remains” shall be sold by the 
executor and the money divided among his grandchildren of whatever 
name. We think it very plain that the testator’s intention was that 
upon the happening of this event—the death of the last survivor of the 
three blind sons—all the property committed by him to the management | 
of his executor for their support, the land and as much of the personal 
property as had not been consumed or lost, should then be sold for 
division as above stated. 

Since, under this construction of the ail. it is the duty of the plaintiff 
s@miuisinator to sell the land described in ‘the complaint, it is his right 
and his duty, standing as he does in the place of the executor, to take 
possession of that land that he may in a proper manner discharge the 
trust imposed upon him. He has all the rights and powers and is subject 
to the same duties as if he had been named as executor. The Code, sec. 
2168. The executor of this will was expressly charged with the manage- 
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ment of this land, which implied the possession thereof, during the life 
of the three blind children, and it is clearly implied that his possession 
was to continue till he had made sale thereof for the purpose mentioned 
in the will. As the executor could recover the possession of this land if 
he were living (The Code, sec. 1501) so can the plaintiff do, being 
clothed with all his rights and powers. McAlpine v. Damel, 101 N. C.,, 
550; The Code, secs. 2166, 2168. OO | | 
Such being the right of the plaintiff under the will which he has been 
appointed to execute, it follows that the demurrer was properly over- 
ruled. The effect of it was to admit the truth of all the allegations of 
the complaint, among which was one that defendants unlawfully 
and wrongfully withheld the ‘possession from the plaintiff. He (796) 
avers a right to the possession, which we adjudge to be valid if 
the facts upon which he says it rests are true, and a wrongful withhold- 
ing of that possession by defendant. He is entitled to judgment unless 
an answer 1s filed. 
AFFIRMED. 


Cited: Taylor v. Brown, 165 N. C., 162. 


J. H. TUCKER v. THE INTERSTATE LIFE ASSOCIATION. 


Petition for Removal to Federal Cowrt—Practice—Judgment for Want 
of Answer—A ppeal. 


1. Where it appears upon the face of a petition to remove a cause pending 
in a State court to the Federal court that the former had exclusive 
original jurisdiction, it is the right and the duty of the State court to 
insist upon its exclusive authority and to retain jurisdiction. 


2. Failure to enter exception to a judgment within ten days from the expira- 
tion of the term of the court forfeits the right of appeal. 


3. A motion for judgment for want of-an answer. was properly allowed when . 
the complaint was duly verified and what purported to be the verification 
of the answer was attested only by a person signing his name with the 
letters “N. P.” added thereto, but without an official seal. ° 


Action brought to recover the sum of $1,000, due by virtue of the 
contract contained in a policy of insurance, and heard at December 
Term, 1892, of Buncomss, before Bynum, J. 

The reference in the opinion of Associate Justice Avery to ae facts 
is sufficient for an understanding of the decision of the Court. 
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(797) Cobb & Merrimon and R. O. Burton for plainteff. 
| No counsel contra. 


Avery, J. If it were conceded that the petition for removal to the 
Circuit Court of the United States on the ground of local influence and 
prejudice was duly verified, or if the plaintiff had admitted that such 
a petition had been filed inthe Federal court and an order of removal 
had been made there (though, in fact, it was not pretended that such 
action had been taken), it would still have been the right and the duty 
of the State court to insist upon its exclusive authority and to retain 
jurisdiction, because the sum demanded, under the policy, is the matter 
in dispute, and is less than two thousand dollars. In re Pennsylvania 
Co., 187 U.S., 451; Lawson v. R. R., ante, 390. 

If the nist prius courts of the States were bound to desist from further 
proceedings upon the filing of a petition in such courts for removal, or: 
of the record of a petition previously filed and the order made by a 
Federal court, when, upon the face of the petition, in either case, it 
appeared that the State court had exclusive original jurisdiction, then 
the right of litigants in the State tribunals to speedy trial. (Const., Art. 
J, sec. 18) must be enjoyed subject to voluntary forbearance of the 
Federal courts to overstep the limits of their rightful jurisdiction. 

The just and well-settled rule is that where a valid order of removal 
is made, the jurisdiction of the State court ceases zpso facto, and’ any 
subsequent orders or proceedings therein are void; but where the Federal 
tribunal orders the record to be sent up in a case of which it is manifest 
the State courts have exclusive jurisdiction, though the record may be 
transmitted in obedience to the order, the subsequent proceedings of the 

Federal court in assertion of its authority to determine the con- 
(798) troversy are equally null and void. Lawson v. R. R., supra. 
After entering an appearance and filing an answer at the end 
of sixty days, allowed on his own motion, counsel was not present when | 
the case was called for trial, nor was any exception entered to the judg- 
ment of the court within ten days after the end of the term. The right 
of appeal, therefore, has been lost by laches; but if that were not so, there 
was no error In granting the motion for judgment for want of an answer 
when the complaint was duly verified, while what purported to be the 
verification of the answer was attested only by a person signing his 
name with the letters “N. P.” beside the signature, but without an 
official seal. ; | 
There is no error, and the judgment must. be 
AFFIRMED. | 


Cited: Howard v. R. R., 122 N. ©.,.954; Beach v. R. R., 181 N. C., 
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CHARLES MOODY er at. v. A. 8. JOHNSON. 


Forevgn Will—Probate—Witnesses—Authentication of Records— 
Conmuty Between States. 


1. Where a will relating to land was admitted to probate in another State 
before the enactment of Revised Code, ch. 119, sec. 17, requiring two of 
the subscribing witnesses to be actually examined, and the order of the 
court admitting the same to probate recited that there were two attesting 
witnesses and that the will was duly proved by them, the presumption 
arises that each of them was examined and testified to everything es- 
sential to show that the will was executed in accordance with the re- 
quirements of sections 1 and 6 of chapter 122, Revised Statutes. 


2. When duly certified, full faith and credit will be given to the records of a 
sister State by the courts of this State, reserving, however, the right to 
determine what forms and ceremonies shall be essential to the valid 
transfer of title to land lying in the borders of this State. 


3. Neither comity nor principle precludes the Legislature of this State from 
prescribing regulations as to passing upon authenticated records from 
another State preliminary to recording them. 


Action to recover land, tried before Hoke, J., at Spring Term, (799) 
1892, of Mapison. 

The plaintiff Reeves claimed title to an undivided one-half of the 
land under the will of Alexander Williams, and upon offering a certified 
copy thereof from the County Court of Greene of the State of Tennessee, 
his Honor intimated that he would hold it inadmissible in evidence, and 
the plaintiff Reeves thereupon suffered a nonsuit and appealed. The 
order of probate, claimed to be Desc is set out in the opinion of 
Associate Justice Avery. 


T. R. Purnell for pleanteff. 
Gudger & Martin for defendant. 


Avery, J. The plaintiff M. P. Reeves, re claimed one undivided 
half of the land in controversy, through the will of Alexander Williams, 
of Tennessee, has joined the heirs at law of Moody, as alleged cotenants, 
holding the other undivided half, in bringing this action against the 
defendant, who offered a tax deed as color of title, and also testimony 
tending to show continuous adverse possession for twenty years before 
the action was brought. In deference to an intimation that the court 
would hold the certified copy of said will incompetent as evidence to 
show the transmission of title to the land, the plaintiff Reeves submitted 
to judgment of nonsuit and appealed. 
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The will purported to have been executed on 10 April, 1843, and was 
proved in the county court of Greene County, Tennessee, in 1852, the 
record of the said probate being as follows: “The last will and testament 
of Alexander Williams, deceased, was produced in court for probate, 
with Tipp Henderson and J. J. Mitchell subscribing witnesses thereto, 
by whom the same was duly proved, and the court thereupon ordered 

that the said will be recorded. Whereupon Catherine D, Wil- 
(80C) liams, the executrix named therein, appeared in court, and she 

being exonerated by the will from giving security, took the oath 
of an executor, and the court. ores that letters issue to her accord- 
ingly.” 

The act of 1784 (Revised Sictuion ch. 122, secs. 1 and 6) was con- 
strued at an early day as requiring the attestation of two witnesses in 
order to render a devise therein contained effective to pass land to the 
devisee, and in this respect. the law has remained unaltered up to the 
present time. In re Thomas, 111 N. C., 409. But in the manner of 
proving wills, a material change was made when, as a part of the Revised 
Code, the enactment that at least two of the subscribing witnesses should 
be actually examined took effect on 1 January, 1856. Jenkins v. Jenk- 
ins, 96 N. C., 254, and In re Thomas, supra. Prior to that time it had 
been repeatedly held that when the instrument upon its face appeared 
to have been attested by two witnesses, and the entry in the records of 
the proper tribunal showed that it was “proved in open court” by one 
of them “and recorded,” the presumption would be that all things were 
done in accordance with law, and therefore the courts would infer, if 
there was nothing upon the face of the order to the contrary, that the 
witness examined testified that the other witness, as well as himself, 
signed in the presence of the testator. Marshall v. Fisher, 46 N. C., 111; 
Harven v. Springs, 32 N..C., 181; Morgan v. Bass, 25 N. C., 2483. 
Blount v. Patton, 9 N. C., O45: Cniccrnly v. Blount, 4 N. C., 455; 
Jenkins v. Jenkins and In i Thomas, supra. 

Commenting upon the act of 1784, Taylor, C. J. (in Blount v. Patton, 
supra), said: “The circumstances there enumerated are essential to the 
legal validity of the will, and their existence must be proved to the 
county court to ‘authorize them to record the will. But it is not neces- 
. sary to set them forth in the certificate of the clerk, because when 

(801) it appears, as in this case, that the will was attested by two wit- 
nesses, and the clerk certifies that it was proved by one, the proof 
must prima fae be untended to have been such as the law requeres.’ 
The later case of Blount v. Patton, supra, involved the validity of a 
previous probate before a county court in Tennessee, just as in the case 
now under consideration. The probate in that case was held by a 
majority cf the Court to be insufficient, because the substance of the 
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testimony of the single witness examined purported to be set out in full, 
and failed to show that the other witness, as well as himself, subscribed 
to the will in the presence of the testator. Opinions were delivered in 
that case by three judges, Seawell, Hall and Taylor. 

The Court concurred in holding that while adhering to the rule that 
the title to land lying in North Carolina would not pass by a will unless 
it was attested by at least two witnesses, as prescribed by our statute, 
each expressed clearly the opinion that if the record in that case had 
simply shown that the instrument was proved by one of the witnesses, 
the law would have presumed that it was rightly done in the court of a 
sister State, just as the same presumption would have arisen in favor 
of the proceedings of our own courts. In the absence of any judicial 
knowledge of the statutory law of another State, the courts of this State 
must act upon the presumption that the common law of England, as 
modified by statutes passed previous to our separation, and so far as 
they are consistent with the genius of our republican institutions, pre- 
vails in the original Colonial States and all other States formed pri- 
marily by emigration from them. Brown v. Pratt, 56 N. C., 202; 
Crump v. Morgan, 38 N. C., 91; 3 A. & E., 348, and notes. T'aylor, 
C. J., acting upon this idea, quoted the rule applicable to proof in a 
court of common law as laid down by Lord Camden, that “One 
witness is sufficient to prove what three have attested, and though (802) 
that witness must be a subscriber, yet that 1s owlng to the general 
common-law rule that where a witness has subscribed an instrument he 
must always be produced, because he is the best evidence.” 

Before any statutes were passed marking out the manner of proceed- 
ing by an executor, appointed in a will that had been proved and re- 
corded in another State, at the domicile of the testator, who wished to 
administer in some county in North Carolina in which his decedent had. 
left personal property, Henderson, J., for the Court, declared that it 
was necessary that the will should be authenticated and letters testa- 
mentary issued here. But as to the mode of authentication the Court 
said: “But when the probate has been made in a sister State we think 
that the Constitution of the United States and the law of the United 
States thereupon give to the probate, when authenticated according to 
the law of the United States, such authentic form as that our courts will 
recognize the probate without proof, and that such probate may be 
proffered to the Court to sustain the character of an executor.” Helme 
v. Sanders, 10 N. C., 563. 

it was thus settled at an early day that when duly certified, full faith 
and credit was to be given to the records of a sister State, but that with- 
out questioning their authenticity this State reserved the right to deter- 
mine what forms and ceremonies should be essential to the valid transfer 
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of title to land lying within her borders. Neither comity nor principle, 
however, precludes the Legislature from prescribing regulations as to 
passing upon authenticated records from another State preliminary to 
recording them. Kelly v. Ross, 44 N.C., 277; Ward v. Hearne, 1b., 184; 

Knight v. Wall, 19 N. C., 125. In Blount v. Patton, supra, the 
(803) Court, following the English authorities referred to, thought 1 
| would have been sufficient to have examined one witness if the 
record had shown either that both he and the other witness signed in the 
presence of the testator or that it was duly proved by one witness, 
thereby giving rise to the presumption that he testified all that was 
essential. The will in that case was declared inadmissible for no other 
reason than that the probate negatived the presumption that would have 
arisen from such a probate as that under consideration, and for that 
reason has been repeatedly cited to show the validity of the proof by 
one witness where, by its terms, it raises instead of rebutting the pre- 
sumption of full and perfect proof. Morgan v. Bass and Harven v. 
Springs, supra, and Jenkins v. Jenkins, 96 N. C., 254- 

But the order of the county court of Greene County recites the fact 
that there were two witnesses in our case and that the will was duly 
proved by both of them. The presumption, therefore, arese that each of 
them was examined and testified to all that was necessary to show that 
the will was executed in accordance with the requirements of the statute 
so as to make it effectual to pass real as well as personal estate. This 
order was made in the year 1852, before the latter statute, embodied in 
the Revised Code, was passed. 

Counsel for defendant insisted so earnestly upon the argument of the 
appeal that the probate of the will of C. D. Williams was in precisely 
the same form, and, as it was not proved until 1870, was insufficient to 
pass land, that this Court was led to a consideration of several questions 
suggested before adverting to the fact that no exception seems to have 
been taken by the plaintiff to the probate of that will, as appears from 
an examination of the statements of case in both appeals. (See defend- 
ant’s appeal, infra.) So the questions, whether 1t would be necessary 
now to cause that will to be proved again in conformity to the require- 

ments of the later act, or whether the defects in the probate 
(804) entered, if any, have been remedied by any of the successive cura- 
tive acts passed since 1870, do not arise. In excluding the will 
of Alexander Williams there was error, and judgment of nonsuit must be 
REVERSED. | 


Oited: R. R. v. Mineng Co., 113 N. C., 244; Davis v. Blevins, 123 
N. C., 383; Bank v. Carr, 180 N. C., 480; Roberts v. Pratt, 152 N. C., 
734. | 
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CHARLES MOODY et at. v. A. S. JOHNSON, 


Ejectment—T enants in Common—Recovery by One, as Against 
Trespasser, Inwring to Benefit of Another. 


1. Where, in an action to recover the possession of land, the plaintiff’s testi- 
mony demonstrates incidentally the fact that a person, other than the 
defendant, holds as tenant in common with plaintiff all of the undivided 
interest not held by the latter, the action inures to the benefit of such 
cotenant as against a trespasser claiming sole seizin in himself and 
relying on an invalid tax deed with possession to show title under adverse 
right, and entitles the nominal plaintiff to reeover possession of the whole 

for himself and his cotenant. 


2. In an action for the recovery of land, plaintiffs claimed title as the heirs 
and devisees of two tenants in common who originally owned the land; 
the claimant of the interest of one of the original tenants submitted to 
nonsuit upon the improper exclusion of a will, under which he claimed, 
as evidence; of the remaining plaintiffs, heirs of the other original tenant 
in common, one was a minor, the other two adults; defendant claimed 
by adverse possession and color of title as against all the heirs and repre- 
sentatives of both the original tenants in common, except the infant plain- 
tiff; in deraigning their title to one-half, plaintiff’s testimony showed title 
to the other haif in the nonsuited plaintiff; on the trial the court required 
the jury to find whether the defendant had acquired title against either 
the adult or minor plaintiffs, and instructed them if they should find that 
defendant had aequired title against neither then they should find that his 
possession of the whole was wrongful: Held, (1) that such instruction 
was proper, for a finding that the defendant had not acquired title by his 
alleged color, as against any of the heirs of one of the original tenants in 
common, necessarily established that his possession had not been such as 
to mature his title against the heirs or devisees of the other original 
tenant in common; and (2) that judgment in such case was properly 
given for plaintiffs for title to one-half and for recovery of possession of 
the whole to inure to benefit of the owner of the other half. 


Action to recover land, tried before Hoke, J., and a jury, at (805) 
Spring Term, 1892, of Manptson. 


T. R. Purnell for plaintiffs. | 
Gudger & Martin for defendant. (810) 


Avrry, J. Where the testimony relied on in an action for the posses- 
sion of land to establish the plaintiff’s title demonstrates incidentally the 
fact that a person or persons, other than the defendant, hold as 
tenants in common with plaintiff all of the undivided interest not (811) 
held by the latter, the action inures to the benefit of such cotenants 
as against a trespasser claiming sole seizin in himself, entitling the 
nominal plaintiff to recover, for himself and them, the whole. Allen v. 
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Sallinger, 103 N. C., 14; Gdlchrist v. Middleton, 107 N. C., 663; Foster 
v, Hackett, ante, 546. When, in deference to the ruling of the court, 
whether erroneous or not, the coplaintiff Reeves submitted to judgment 
of nonsuit and appealed, the subsequent proceedings must be considered 
just as though Reeves had not joined the heirs of H. M. Moody, but the 
action had been originally brought and subsequently prosecuted by them 
only. The whole of the land in controversy was covered by the grant to 
John Gray Blount, and was transmitted by successive conveyances to 
‘M. S. Temple, Thomas Johnson and Alexander Williams, whereupon 
said Temple conveyed his undivided third to said Johnson and Williams. 
A paper-writing had been offered purporting to be a copy of the will of 
Alexander Williams, in which he devised his undivided half-interest to 
his wife, C. D. Williams. If this instrument had been admitted, the will 
of C. D. Williams, the evidence that she did not marry again, and the 
deed of her executor, acting under a power contained in her will, to 
Link, with Link’s deed to Reeves, would have shown prima facie title 
in Reeves as tenant in common with the plaintiffs and transmitted from 
the same source. After eliminating the evidence offered to trace title 
to one undivided half from Alexander Williams to Reeves, the testimony, 
if sufficient—as the jury determined it was—to show that the title to 
the other undivided half passed by successive conveyances from John 
Gray Blount to the plaintiffs, necessarily demonstrated the fact that the 

heirs or assigns of Alexander Williams, though there was no evi- 
(812) dence tending to designate or identify them, succeeded to his 

rights and held through the same line of mesne conveyances a 
half-interest in common with the three children and heirs-at-law of 
H. M. Moody. If the heirs of H. M. Moody had not been able to ascer- 
tain whether any or, if so, what disposition had been made by Alexander 
Williams of his interest, they could sue for the whole in their own names 
without explanation or with a specific averment that they were bringing 
the action in behalf of the heirs at law of Alexander Williams, who 
were not known by name or too numerous to mention, and in either 
way, upon showing, incidentally to the deraignment of their own title, 
that Alexander Williams was the owner of the other undivided half, 
and that he was dead, might recover the whole as against a trespasser 
denying the plaintiff’s title in his answer and relying on a deed with 
possession to show title under an adverse right. Foster v. Hackett, 
supra. The recovery would ultimately inure to the benefit of those who 
might show title through him whether by descent or purchase. 

The defendant claimed under a sherifi’s deed for taxes, adverse in its 
very incipiency to the claim of the heirs of Moody and the representa- 
tives of Alexander Williams. He was, therefore, at the beginning of his 
occupancy a trespasser, setting up an invalid tax deed under which he 
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might acquire title by the laches of the true owners. If his possession 
did not ripen his title to the whole or any part, then he continued to be 
a trespasser up to the moment when the action was brought. The 
instructions of the court upon the three issues were well calculated to 
enable the jury to apply the law to the testimony and arrive at and 
announce their conclusion not only as to what was the actual interest ° 
of the plaintiffs, but whether the defendant was a trespasser or cotenant. 
There was a conflict in the evidence bearing upon the question | 
whether the defendant entered and put the statute in motion (813) 
before the death of H. M. Moody, in which event it would have 
continued to run against his infant child, or whether the occupancy 
began after his death, which occurred in the year 1870, so as to relieve 
the youngest child, who had arrived at maturity within three years 
before the summons issued, from the bar of the statute. It was, there- 
fore, the province of the jury to determine, as they were told to do, 
whether the plaintiffs were in fact entitled in their own right to one 
undivided half, or whether the rights of all, except the youngest 
child, were barred. It was the duty of the court to require such specific 
findings in order to protect the rights of the parties against the effect 
of the estoppel of the judgment, and to enable the infant heir, if all 
others were barred, to recover his interest. Allen v. Sallinger, supra; 
Dickens v. Long, 109 N. C., 165. If, instead of responding to the second 
issue, “Yes, as to one undivided half,” the jury had answered that the 
youngest of the heirs of H. M. ‘Moody was the owner of one undivided 
sixth, then, under the instruction of the court, it would have been their 
duty to find, in passing upon the third issue, that the defendant was 
not a trespasser, because his title had matured by possession against 
all of the heirs who were not laboring under disability. If such had 
been the findings, there would have been error in rendering a judg- 
ment for the whole, because 1t would have been apparent to the court 
that the defendant had acquired by possession, and one of the plaintiffs 
by descent, such interest as entitled that particular plaintiff to be let 
into possession only to the extent of his interest with the defendant. 
But when the jury found that the defendant’s possession was still 
wrongful it necessarily meant that he could have acquired no interest 
whatever by color of title, because if he had acquired seven years 
continuously, either before or after the death of H. M. Moody, (814) 
he must have acquired under the instruction given, as against 
- those heirs, all but one undivided sixth held by the Youngest. It fol- 
lowed, therefore, that if the jury determined that the two older Moody 
heirs were not bound by the defendant’s possession, it could not have 
been an occupancy of such nature and duration as'to mature title against 
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the heirs or representatives of Alexander Williams, to whom the plain- 
tiffs, in the deraignment of their own title, had traced the other undi- 
vided half. 

Lenoir v. Mining Co., 106 N. C., 473, which was aed to sustain the 
contention of the defendants, is net analogous to this. The plaintiffs 
‘there sued for the whole, while the defendants in their answer set up 
title to one undivided third of the land and admitted that the plaintiffs 
were cotenants with them. The plaintiffs there offered paper title to 
one undivided third and testimony tending to show title in themselves 
to the other interest also, but by possession under color. No evidence 
was submitted tending to prove that any person other than the plaintiffs 
could deraign title from the same source to the other two-thirds. The 
defendant did not offer a regular chain of title, but introduced a paper 
purporting to convey to it one undivided half interest in order to show 
color of title and testimony tending to prove possession under it. As 
between the cotenants it was held that the defendant could establish 
his title to an undivided one-third by possession under color, and that 
while a cotenant could not be barred by adverse occupancy for a shorter 
period than twenty years, still a possession might be adverse to some 
undivided interests, so as to mature title in seven years as to them, 

though not adverse as to others. — 
(815) In our ease, though the defendant claimed sole seizin, the 

judge who presided in the court below, with a very clear percep- 
tion of the difference between the two, submitted the second issue in 
two aspects of the testimony, and made the finding on the third con- 
form to the response to the second. If the defendant’s title had not 
matured as to either of the three plaintiffs then, ex necessitate, 1t fol- 
lowed that he had acquired nothing by his occupancy, and was still a 
trespasser as to the plaintiffs and all who were shown to have derived 
title from the same source. If the defendant had acquired title as to 
two-sixths he was not a trespasser, but a cotenant and non constat, but 
that his occupancy had ripened into title as to Williams’ half interest 
also. So, if the answer to the second issue had been “One-sixth” that to 
the third would have been “No,” and the judgment would in that event 
have ordered that the youngest of the three plaintiffs be let into posses- 
sion with the defendant. 

The practical difference between the present status of the case and 
that which would have been presented had the will of Alexander Wil- 
liams been admitted and the finding followed that Reeves and the 
Moody heirs were the owners, is that, now, the plaintiffs may be con- 
cluded by an adjudication from denying that the title to one undivided 
half interest descended to the heirs and devisees of Alexander Williams, 
and that the plaintiffs are the owners of the other half. 
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The judgment of nonsuit being set aside and a new trial granted, the 
plaintiff Reeves may, on motion, have the decree amended so as to 
declare that title to one-half descended to the heirs or passed to the 
devisees, if any, of said Williams, and that plaintiffs hold the other 
half in fee. If the heirs of Moody do not contest the right of Reeves 
he can again submit to nonsuit and enter with them. If they 
resist his claim, or if he prefers to have the matters adjudicated (816) 
so as to operate by way of estoppel, he can have the cause, as to 
all of the parties before the court, retained till it shall have been ascer- 
tained by a jury whether the interest of Alexander Williams has been 
transmitted by mesne conveyances to him. 

For the reasons given we hold on the defendant’s appeal there was 

No ERROR. 


Cited: Barnhardt v. Brown, 122 N. C., 590; Taylor v. Meadows, 
169 N. C., 136. 


‘MM. R. KIMSEY et at, v. A. P, MUNDAY ET At, 


Cherokee Lands—Lapsed Entries—Grant Under Junior Entry. 


1. Where enterers of Cherokee lands, as to the acquisition of which a mode 
of procedure different from that applicable to other public lands was in 
force prior to 1 November, 18838 (see sections 2465, 2466, and 2477 of 
The Code), laid their entries in 1855 and 1860, and failed to comply with 
the requirements of law and to pay the purchase-money and take out 
grants until February, 1890: Held, that their long delay was an aban- 
donment of the equity which their entry gave them to acquire title to 
the lands so entered, and having obtained grants, they held the legal title 
to the lands in trust for a grantee of the same land issued in October, 
1890, under an entry made’ in December, 1889, and this would be so even 
if the later grantee had made his entry with notice of the previous. 
entries of 1855 and 1860. . 


2. A grant of land made under a lapsed entry is not necessarily void, and 
where, in an action of ejectment involving conflicting entries, the plain- 
tiff seemed to have the senior entry and a senior grant, but the defendant, 
junior grantee under’ a junior entry, in his defense alleged that the plain- 
tiff’s senior entry had lapsed, and set up his equity to have the plaintiff 
declared a trustee for defendant under his later entry: Held, that such 
assertion of counterclaim or equity was not a collateral attack on plain- 
tiff’s title. 
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3. It was not error in the trial judge to refuse to submit issues tendered by a 
party in an action of ejectment when it appeared to such judge that every 
pertinent inguiry could be presented in the three issues ofdinarily sub- 
mitted in such actions. 


4, Where plaintiff claims under grants issued under lapsed entries, he cannot 
fall back on a subsequent entry made a short time before such grants 
were issued. 


5. Where a junior grant under a junior entry is good against a senior grant 
under a lapsed senior entry, the question of the priority of survey is of 
no moment, nor is vagueness in the junior grantee’s entry if cured by 
his survey and grant. 


(822)  <Acrton for the recovery of three tracts of land claimed by 
the plaintiffs and in possession of the defendants, tried before 
Bynum, J., and a jury at Fall Term, 1892, of Macon, 


The plat of the land was as follows: 


ro WAY PLACE 


Kumsey 
Vs. 
Munday 


so atgetgil 


i 
) 
: 
’ 
A 


H a 
4 


Nore.—The plaintiffs’ lands are represented inside the dotted lines and the 
defendant’s by the dark solid lines. The May lot, No. 2, and the Chestnut 
Orchard lands are not in dispute. 
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Jones & Daniels for plaantiffs. (825) 
Kope Elias and T. F. Davidson for enen 


MacRag, J. It will be seen that chapter 17 of The Code in relation 
to entries and grants, does not apply to those of the plaintiffs, for the 
reason that the lands therein granted were a part of the land acquired 
by treaty from the Cherokee Indians and are governed by the provisions 
of what is known as the “Cherokee Land Law,” chapter 11 of the Code, 
wherein a different mode of procedure is prescribed for the acquisition 
of land from the State previous to 1 November, 1883, when by section 
2478 the Cherokee lands were made subject to entry as other public 
lands. 

The plaintiff claims title to that portion of the lands on the (826) 
plat which is embraced in the dotted lines by virtue of entries | 
made in 1855 and 1860 and grants issued to him as assignee on 10 
February, 1890. 

The defendant Heras claims the land embraced within the lid 
lines under an entry made by defendant Munday on 21 December, 1889, 
a grant to said Munday, 20 October, 1890, and a deed from Munday is 
Heighway, 16 March, 1891. 

By the claim of the plaintiff he has the senior entries and the senior 
grants. But the defendant contends that the entries of 1855 and 1860 
had lapsed, and that all rights to grants thereunder had been abandoned 
and lost by long failure on the part of the enterers to take out grants, 
as, deducting the time between 20 May, 1861, and 1 January, 1870, 
when the statute of limitations did not run, there was a period of over 
twenty-six years between the laying of the entries and the taking out 
of the grants. Defendants deny that plaintiff is the owner and entitled 
to the possession of the land described in the complaint, that within the 
dotted lines, and admit the possession by defendants and deny that it is 
wrongful. Their further defenses and the plaintiff’ reply are set out 
in the statement of the case. 

Defendant tendered eight issues covering the evidential questions 
rather than the issues proper, which should be submitted to the jury. 
His Honor declined to submit them, and submitted the usual issues in 
an action of ejectment. We think his Honor might have presented every 
pertinent inquiry to the jury under the three issues. It was a matter 
of discretion with him how they should be presented. The matter has 
been discussed so often of late that we forbear to quote authorities. 
Under the general law regulating entries and grants, the entry 
creates an equity, which, upon the payment of the purchase-money 
to the State in due season, entitles the party to a grant, and con- 
sequently to a conveyance from another party who obtained a (827) 

. 535 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [112 
KIMSEY v. MUNDAY a 


‘prior grant under a junior entry with knowledge of the first entry. 
Plemmons v. Fore, 37 N. C., 312, and cases cited; Gilchrist v. Middle- 
ton, 108 N. C., 705; Bryan v. Hodges, 107 N. C., 492. 

Section 2766 of The Code prescribes the time within which the en- 
terer shall pay for said land as on or before 31 December which shall 
happen in the second year thereafter (viz., after the entry), or the 
entry shall become null and void and the land may be entered by others. 

But the law regulating entries and grants of Cherokee lands before 
1 November, 1883, provides only such limitations of time within which 
the purchase-money shall be paid, as will appear in the series of acts 
collected in chapter 11 of The Code, Vol. II. By section 2465 of The 
Code, Laws 1852, ch. 119, it was provided at what prices the lands lying 
in Cherokee County should be sold, and by section 2466 the mode of 
payment therefor was prescribed as follows: © 

“Tt shall be lawful for all persons entering vacant lands in said county 
of Cherokee to file their bonds, with approved security, with the entry- 
taker, payable to the State in four equal annual installments, which 
shall when paid be in full of the purchase-money for the tract or tracts 
so entered, and upon proof of such payment as herein provided, the 
Secretary of State shall issue the grant or grants according to the entry 
and survey thereon, and in case the land shall have been surveyed by 
authority of the State the grant shall issue according to the survey so 
made, and not otherwise, and no portion of any tract so surveyed shall 

be granted without the whole.” And this section is made ap- 
(828) plicable to lands in Macon and Haywood counties by section 
2468. 

By section 2477 of The Code, which is section 1, chapter 22, Laws 
1854-55, ratified February 15, 1855, shortly after the entries hereto- 
fore referred to as made in 1855, it was provided that “All persons who 
have, previous to 15 February, 1855, entered any of the vacant lands 
in the counties of Cherokee, Macon, Jackson and Haywood, pursuant 
to an act of the General Assembly at its session of 1852-53, chapter 119, 
entitled ‘An act to bring into market the lands pledged for the com- 
pletion of the Western Turnpike Road,’ which have not yet been sur- 
veyed, and bonds filed for the purchase-money, according to said entry 
or entries, shall cause the same to be surveyed and file bonds for the 
same on or before 1 May, 1856; and in case the said entry or entries 
be not surveyed, nor the entry-takers of said counties notified within 
the aforesaid time, that it is his intention to become the purchaser 
accordingly, then it shall be lawful for any other person, who has 
entered the same lands, to cause the same to be surveyed and to file his | 
bonds for the same on or before 1 July, 1866; and in case the person 
or persons who have heretofore entered any of the vacant lands afore- 
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said shall fail or neglect to comply strictly with this section according 
to its true meaning, then it shall be lawful for any other person or 
persons to enter said lands, and be allowed three months to survey and 
file bonds for the same;.and the said time of three months shall be 
allowed in any other instance from and after the date of said entry, 
unless otherwise provided for: Provided, and it is the true meaning of 
this section that the right to take the said lands in whatsoever manner 
entered heretofore or hereafter shall be regulated according to priority 
of entry.” 

And, so far as we are > informed, there was po further legisla- (829) 
tion on the subject until the adoption of The Code of 1883, when 
section 2478 was inserted, opening said lands to entry as other public 
lands. 

That the suite in the enterer to secure the title may lapse or be aban- 
doned under the general law is evident; and as to the entries No. 8,059 
and No. 8,060 on the plat there can be no question that a nopied, for 
many years to comply with the requirements of the statute (section 
2477) bars the right of the enterers to take out a grant under those 
entries. | 

As to the entry of tract No. 9,360 on the plat of 16 March, 1860, 
under the provisions of section 2466, quoted in full above, it was the 
duty of the enterer to file his bonds, with approved security, with the 
entry-taker of Macon County, payable to the State in four annual in- 
stallments. : 

It could hardly have been intended by the law that as to ‘hone entries 
made after 1856 there should be no limit upon the enterer as to the time 
- In which he was to perfect his right to a grant. Indeed, the requirement 
that he should give bonds, the last of which was to become due in four 
years after the entry, would indicate in strong terms the intention of 
the law that the land should be paid for in that time. If, however, he 
should be allowed a reasonable time after the maturity of the last bond 
to pay it and take out his grant, by all analogies twenty years would 
raise a presumption of abandonment. | 

In Pennsylvania it was held that “ordinarily abandonment involves 
a question of intention, and is for the jury on all the circumstances, 
but where it depends on lapse of time, and there are no repelling cireum- 
stances in proof, it becomes after seven years a conclusion of law to be 
declared by the Court.” Hmery v. Spencer, 23 Pa. St., 271. 

The entries of 1855 are governed by the act of 1854-55, and (830) 
had lapsed by failure to comply with that act. The entry of 1860 
being governed by no express limitation of statute, it was the duty or 
privilege of the enterer to have paid his bonds and taken out his grant 
within .a reasonable time. And without announcing any rule as to what 
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length of time would be reasonable in every case, we have no hesitation 
in holding that the period between 15th March, 1860, and 10th Febru- 
ary, 1890, deducting the period in which the statute of limitations did 
not run, was unreasonable for delay on the part of the plaintiff and his 
assignor, and that the defendant Munday might have entered the same 
land, even with notice of the previous entry, unaffected by any equity 
of the plaintiff under the old entries. 

It 1s not to be understood, however, that the grants to the plaintiff 
upon the lapsed entries are void. “Because a grant is taken out upon 
an entry which has lapsed by the efflux of time it does not follow that 
it is void.” Wilson v. Land Oo., 77 N. C., 445. It was held in Gilchrist v. 
Middleton, supra, that where a grant was issued in 1847 under an entry 
made in 1801 the grant was not void on its face, but the enterer had a 
right to call for a grant even 46 years afterwards, provided the purchase- 
money was paid to the State before the 31st of December of the second 
year after the entry was made. 

We do not understand that the defendants undertake in this case to 
attack the plaintiffs’ grants collaterally, for it is well settled that a grant 
can only be vacated by proceedings under the statute, sections 2786 and 
2788 of The Code. Crow v. Holland, 15 N. C., 417. But as very fully 
pointed out in Gilchrist v. Middleton, supra, by Mr. Justice Avery, 
where he cites many authorities: “Where controversies have originated 
in such conflicting claims it has sometimes happened that the grantee 

under the senior grant issued on the junior entry brought an 
(831) action of ejectment against the grantee in possession claiming 

under the junior grant and senior entry, and the latter, being un- 
able to set up his equity as a defense in a court of law, filed a bill in a 
Court of Equity asking that the former be declared a trustee and ordered 
to convey the legal estate, and that pending the investigation of his claim 
for such relief, the plaintiff 3 in the action of ejectment should be enjoined 
from further ‘proceeding. In other instances the junior grantee was 
evicted and subsequently filed his bill. If in such suit the plaintiff suc- 
ceeded in proving that the defendant had either actual or constructive 
notice of the older entry when he took out his grant, and that the older 
entry covered the same land embraced in it, then the court would declare 
the defendant a trustee for the plaintiff, and compel him to convey the 
legal title. But the burden was upon the claimant under the junior 
grant then, as it is now, to establish this fraud in a direct proceeding 
in which it must be distinctly alleged. Currie v. Gibson, 57 N. C., 25; 
Monroe v. McCormick, 41 N. C., 85; Allen v. Gilreath, ib., 252.” 

Since the distinction between actions at law and suits in equity ‘have 
been abolished the plaintiff may bring his action or the defendant his 
counterclaim, seeking this relief, in the one action under the Code of 
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Civil Procedure. In our case the plaintiff seems to have the senior 
grant and the senior entry. The defendant, however, in his defense or 
counterclaim, sets up his equity alleging the lapse and abandonment of 
the senior entry, and other defenses. But the defendant does not seek 
_ to vacate the first grant. His demand is that the plaintiff be declared 
a trustee for him, and required to make him a deed for all land embraced 
in plaintiff’s grants, which is also covered by defendant’s grant. His 
demand repels the position that plaintifi’s grants are void be- 

tween these parties. It is founded on the very contrary position (832) 
that they are not void, but that the grantee is a trustee for the ‘ 
claimant under the later entry, because the prior entry had lapsed and 
been abandoned. Featherstone v. Mulls, 15 N. C., 596. The plaintiff 
cannot claim under his entries of 1890, because the grants recite the 
older entries and are issued in pursuance of them. It has been held that 
even though the claimant, the subsequent enterer, had notice of the 
lapsed entries when he made his own, it would not revive the lapsed 
entries. “The law does not forbid a person from entering land pre- 
viously entered by another.” The second entry 1s made subject to the 
engagement of the State to make a grant to the first enterer, provided 
he pays the price before or at the day limited by law. Stanly v. Biddle, 
57 N. C., 388. 

It being determined that his Honor should have instructed the jury 
that upon the evidence the plaintiff’s entries of 1855 and 1860 had 
lapsed, and that he could not fall back upon his entry of 27 January, 
1890, the question of priority of survey, as to which there was much 
testimony going to show that plaintiff’s survey was made prior to that 
of defendant, can be of no moment, for as between plaintiff and defend- 
ants the prior survey and grant upon lapsed entires cannot give the 
plaintiff the advantage, neither would the vagueness of defendant’s entry 
if it were not sufficiently definite to give notice of all the land claimed 
by defendants, for this was cured by defendant’s survey and grant, which 
covered all the land within the solid lines. Harris v. Hwing, 21 N. C.,_ 
8369; Johnson v. Shelton, 89 N. C., 85; Monroe v. McCormick, supra. 

It was error in his Honor to instruct the jury that if A. P. Munday 
did not give notice to Kimsey and Slagle that his entry was there and 
covered the land claimed by defendants, that the defendant’s line 
would be established from I to 4. He ought to have instructed (833) 
them upon the evidence that defendant was entitled to all the land 
within the solid lines. | 

But as it was admitted that the lands represented on the plat by the 
solid lines A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, I, J, K and L are covered by the 
defendant’s grant, and that the lands represented by the dotted lines are 
covered by the grants of the plaintiff, and that the May place and Chest- 
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nut Orchard are not in dispute, and as it appeared that the defendants 

admitted possession of all the lands claimed by plaintiffs and a portion 

of said lands was not embraced within the solid lines, the plaintiffs were 

entitled to recover such part from defendants, and defendants were en- 

titled to a conveyance from plaintiffs of all that part of the land em- 

braced within the solid lines which was covered by plaintiff’s grants. 
ERROR. 


Cited: Ritchie v. Fowler, 182 N. G., 790; Frasier v. Gibson, 140 
N: C., 278; Berry v. Iwmber Co., 141 N. C., 3938; Dew v. Pyke, 145 
N. C., 305; Barker v. Denton, 150 N. C., 726; Anderson v. Meadows, 
159 N. G., 408. 


D. O. DAVIS y. J. K. DUVAL, ADMINISTRATOR OF ABE BUCKNER. 


Petition to Rehear—EH «ceptions to Charge—Assignment of Error— 
Compensation for Services to Decedent—Evidence. : 


1. While the refusal of the trial judge to give instructions prayed for will be 
deemed to have been excepted to, yet if it is not assigned as error in 
case on appeal it will be deemed to have been waived. 


2. An assignment of error, such as “for error in the charge” or ‘excepted to,” 
is too general and will not be considered by this Court. 


3. Where, in an action by plaintiff to recover from the administrator com- 
pensation for services rendered the intestate, the defendant relied as a 
defense upon the fact that in a suit brought by him and his wife and 
other heirs at law of the intestate to set aside, for undue influence, a deed 
made by the intestate to plaintiff for services rendered, the deed was 
declared void, and it was in evidence that. no compensation had been 
allowed the plaintiff by said settlement, and that there were assets in 
defendant administrator’s hands and no debts against the estate: Held, 
that while there is no privity between the administrator and the heirs, | 
yet as the estate goes to the heirs and next of kin, all of whom (with 
the defendant) were parties to the compromise decree setting aside the 
deed, such decree is admissible to show that the plaintiff's claim for 
services had not been paid or provided for. 


(834)  Prrrrion of defendant to rehear. For former decision and the 
facts involved see case between same parties, 111 N. C., 422. 


Jones & Damels for petitioner. 
J. F. Ray contra. 
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Per Curntam. We have considered with much care the petition to 
rehear and the brief of counsel, but we fail to perceive that we have 
overlooked any of the points presented upon the hearing, although we © 
did not deem it necessary to refer to all of them in declaring the judg- 
ment of the Court. 

There was no exception to the refusal of the court to give the instruc- 
tions prayed for, and while such a refusal is deemed excepted to, yet 
if it 1s not aagoned as error in the case on appeal the exception is deemed 
to have been waived. Taylor v. Plummer, 105 N. C., 56. Neither was 
there a sufficient assignment of error to the chorea, The words “for 
error in the charge” are too general and will not be considered by this 
Court. McKinnon v. Morrison, 104 N. C., 354. The same is true as to 
the words “defendant excepts,” as it is impossible to tell what part of the 
charge was objectionable to him. Nothing, therefore, remains but the 
exception to the testimony as to the amount of the assets and the 
condition of the estate, and the testimony in reference to the com- (835) 
promised decree. 

‘The defendant and his wife, an heir at law and next of kin, and the 
other heirs at law and next of kin brought a suit against the ‘plaintiff, 
alleging that the deed executed by the intestate to the plaintiff was pro- 
cured by undue influence, and the same was set aside and a compromise 
decree rendered. It was in evidence that no compensation was by the 
said settlement allowed the plaintiff for the services rendered to the 
intestate, and for which it is insisted the deed was made. This defend- 
ant afterwards administered, and there is evidence that there are no 
debts of any consequence and that the personal assets amount ‘to $500. 
This money goes to the defendant’s wife.and the other next of kin, all 
of whom were, with the defendant, parties to the compromise decree 
setting aside the deed. Having obtained a decree declaring the deed 
void, it is now contended that they can insist upon it as a payment, take 
all of the assets, and leave the plaintiff without any compenanon what- 
ever. 

Although there is no legal privity between the meres and the 
heirs; they should not, upon equitable principles, be allowed to deny the | 
legal effect of a Sanction. because they entered into it as heirs, and 
at the same time profit by it in their character as next of kin. Accord- 
ing to these views the testimony was admissible, and this is all that is 
excepted to. No point was made as to the costs when the case was be- 
fore us, and this cannot, therefore, be awarded upon a rehearing. We 
must assume, as 1s very probable, that his Honor did not consider the 
defense as made in good faith (The Code, sec. 535), and that he taxed 
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From what we can glean from the record we think that a very equi- 
table result was reached in the court below. 
PETITION DISMISSED, 


Cited: 8S. v. Blankenship, 117 N. C., 809. 


(836) . | 
KADER BIGGS & CO. v. JAMES B. WATERS ANpD WIFE ET AL. 


Partnership Accounts—Referee’s Findings—Evidence. 


Where, in the statement of an account between partners, the only testimony 
as to an item of charge against one partner was the testimony of wit- 
nesses that the said partner sold to them and they paid him the money 
for certain articles of personal property, such as was dealt in by the 
firm: Held, that such testimony was sufficient to support the finding by 
the referee charging such item against the partner. 


Action. by Kader Biggs & Co. against J. B. Waters and others on a 
promissory note and for the foreclosure of a mortgage, heard on excep- 


tions to a referee’s report, before Hoke, J., at Fall Term, 1892, of Wasx- 


INGTON. 
The facts were as follows: L. Jackson, Jr., and the defendant, J. B. 


Waters, became partners in the livery and sale business at Plymouth,. 


N. C., on 14 April, 1875, on which date Waters executed to Jackson his 
note for $1,112.50 for his interest in the business, and secured the same 
by a mortgage on land in which his wife joined. The note was subse- 
quently assigned to the plaintiffs, who brought this action, praying judg- 
ment against the defendant Waters and the administrators of L. Jackson, 
Jr., who had died, and for a foreclosure of the mortgage. The defendant 
Waters by his answer claimed that during the existence of the copartner- 
ship, and before the assignment of the note by Jackson to the plaintitts, 
Jackson became indebted to him in a sum much in excess of the amount 
of the note, and set up the same as a counterclaim and demanded judg- 
ment for such excess. 
The account was referred to T. S. Armistead, Esq., who reported his 
findings of fact and conclusions of law to Spring Term, 1892, of 
WasuHineton, and awarded judgment to defendant Waters 
(837) for $221.15, against the defendants, administrators of L. 
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Jackson, Jr., who filed exceptions, but at Fall Term, 1892, waived 
all of the same except one, upon which they rested their case, which was 
as follows: 

“That there was no evidence for the referee to consider in charging 
the intestate of defendant administrators with the proceeds of sale of 
certain horses and buggies sold by said intestate during the continuance 
of the partnership in the livery business.” 

_ The counsel further stated that part of the evidence which was claimed 
to support the charge was in the form of affidavits of certain persons who 
had witnessed the sales and to whom they had been made. 

It was agreed that there was no objection to these affidavits for form, 
and same were to be considered as depositions duly taken, the position 
of the appellants being that the statements, embodied in such affidavits, 
and other evidence in the cause, constituted no evidence to support the 
findings of the referee and the charge against their intestate’s estate. 

The appellants waived all other exceptions to the report and the find- 
ings of the referee. = 

Upon examination and consideration of this report and evidence, the 
court was of opinion that there was evidence to support the finding of 
the referee in the item of charge pointed out by the exceptions, and 
gave judgment overruling the exceptions and confirming the report; 
from which judgment the defendants, Stubbs and Basnight, adminis- 
trators, excepted and appealed. 

The referee found as a fact, from affidavits and depositions of John R. 
Eborn and W. H. Robertson aad others, that L. Jackson, Jr., sold horses, 
mules and buggies belonging to the fica of L. Jackson & Oo., mm 
the years 1875 and 1876, to the amount of $1,305, and, as a con- (838) 
clusion of law, found “that the facts stated in the affidavits are 
sufficient in law to charge the estate of L. Jackson, Jr., deceased, repre- 
sented by W. H: Stubbs and T. J. Basnight, administrators, with the 
amounts named therein, making $1,305, to one-half of which, to wit, 
$652.50, the defendant Waters is entitled as a credit on the note,” ete. 


-L. C. Latham and A. O. Gaylord me detonate: 


No counsel contra. 


Per Curtam. After a careful inspection of the record we are unable 
to find any error in the rulings of the court below. The judgment is 
therefore 

AFFIRMED, 
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BRADSHER Vv. CHEEK 


W. C, BRADSHER vy. JAMES A. CHEEK. 


Inbel—Qualified Privilege—Second A ppeal—A firmanc Without 
Review. 


Where this Court has in a former appeal in the same cause fully discussed 
the law applicable to the action, and the principles announced in the de- 
cision therein seem to have been carefully applied by the judge below in 
a subsequent trial, and upon an inspection of the whole record no error 
appears to have been committed on the second trial, this Court will not 
go over again the legal principles discussed in the former opinion, but, 
as authorized by chapter 879, Acts of 1898, and section 957 of The Code, 
will not write out its reasons at length, but simply announce its decision. 


(839)  <Aortton for libel, tried before Bryan, J., and a jury, at Jan- 

uary Term, 1893, of Duruam, in consequence of the grant of a 
new trial made by this Court on the former appeal (reported in 109 
N. C., 278). - 

On ‘the second trial ‘hate were numerous exceptions to the admission 
and rejection of testimony, to the charge of his Honor, refusal of in- 
structions, etc., covering thirty-eight pages of printed matter. The jury 
gave verdict for the plaintiff, assessing his damages at $1,000, for which 
judgment was rendered, and defendant appealed. 


Fuller & Fuller for plaintiff. 
J. W. Graham and Boone & Parker for defendant. 


Perr Curntam. When this cause was here before, 109 N. C., 278, the 
Court had occasion to discuss in that and its cognate case, Ramsey v. 
Cheek, ib., 270, the law applicable to this action, which is ‘brought for 
libel on a state of facts constituting a case of qualified privilege. The 
principles there laid down seem to have been applied with care by his 
Honor in the subsequent trial below. The exceptions are numerous and 
have been argued with much earnestness. On a careful and full ex- 
amination, however, there appears to have been no material error com- 
mitted, and we think substantial justice has been done. No good can 
be served by going over again the legal principles discussed in the 
former opinion. Probably no better case than this can be found in 
which to conform to the legislative desire as expressed in the recent act 
of the General Assembly (chapter 379, Laws 1893), that the Court 
shall not write out its reasons at length unless necessary, but shall in 
all such cases simply announce its decision. “Upon an inspection of 
the whole record” (The Code, sec. 957), we find 

No ERROR, 
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3 | (840) 
LEWIS F. DETRICK & SON vy. E. R. McLEAN & CO. 


aera A on Against Partnership. 


In an action against a i aeeaarality for the proceeds of goods sold on consign- 
ment, a statement of account rendered by one of the partners long after 
the dissolution of the copartnership, showing the indebtedness of the 
firm, not to plaintiff, but to a third party between whom and plaintiff no 
privity is shown, is not admissible as evidence either to bind the de- 
fendants or to contradict a deposition of one of the partners. 


Action heard on defendants’ appeal from a justice of the peace, at 
Spring Term, 1892, of Rannotpn, before McIver, J., and a jury. 
The plaintiffs complained for goods consigned and delivered to the 

defendants to the amount of $35.35, and the defendants denied the right 
of the plaintiffs to recover, on the ground that full settlement had been 
made for the goods. 

On the trial the plaintiffs introduced a statement of account made out 
by E. R. McLean, one of the partners, in September, 1889, more than 
two years after the dissolution of the copartnership, showing an indebted- 
ness to the Bradley Fertilizer Company. No evidence was offered to 
show any connection or privity between plaintiffs and the Bradley Ferti- 
lizer Company. The statement was ruled out as irrelevant and imma- 
terial, and plaintiffs excepted. After the close of defendants’ testimony 
tending to show that a settlement had been made by defendants, the 
statement was again offered to contradict the testimony ‘of one of the 
defendants, and was again ruled out under plaintiffs’ objection. 

There was verdict for the defendants, and from the refusal of a mo- 
tion for a new trial plaintiffs appealed. 


A. P. Gulbert for plainttffs. | (841) 
L. M. Scott for a 


Per Curram. We find in dhe rulings of his Honor on the trial of this 
case | , : 
No ERROR. 
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NEAL v@. LAND Co.; MERONEY v. B. AND L, ASSOCIATION 


LIZZIE C. NEAL v. OLD NORTH STATE LAND COMPANY. 
Dismissal of Appeal—Motion to Reinstate—Neglect of Counsel. 


Where an appeal has been dismissed for failure to print the record, a motion 
to reinstate will not be allowed on the ground that such failure was_ 
caused by the neglect of counsel, for the neglect of counsel is the neglect 
of the party himself and does not excuse. 


The appeal in this case having, on motion, been dismissed for failure 
to print the record, the appellant, after notice given, moved to reinstate 
the same. | 

J. EF. Morphew for plainteff. ; 

P. J, Sinclair for defendant. 


Per Curtam. The additional explanatory affidavit of the clerk does 
not alter the case. The motion to reinstate must be denied. The neglect 
of counsel to have the record printed is the neglect of the party himself 
and does not excuse. Hdwards v. Henderson, 109 N. C., 83, and numer- 
ous cases there cited. In that case it is said: “Appellants might as well 
fail to send up the transcript ‘as not to have it in a condition to be 
heard by failing to have the ‘case and exceptions’ printed.” | 

MovTIoN DENIED. 


Cited: Dunn v. Underwood, 116 N. C., 525; Calvert v. Carstarphen, 
133 N. C., 26;-Holland v. R. R., 1387 N. C., 371, 380; Seawell v. Lumber 
Co., 172 N. C., 325. 


(842) 


J. 8S. MERONEY vy. ATLANTA NATIONAL BUILDING AND LOAN ASSO- 
CIATION anp J. W. GOLDSMITH, TRUSTEE. 


Usury—Conflict of Laws—Mortgage—Injunction. | 


1. A contract, if made payable in another State to avoid the usury laws in 
this State, will be adjudged usurious, whatever may be the law of that 
State. 


2. Where, in an action to redeem a mortgage on realty under which the trustee 
has advertised the land for sale, the complaint alleges that the contract, 
to secure which the mortgage was given, is usurious and was made pay- 
able in another State to avoid the usury laws of this State, there is a 
“serious issue’ between the parties which entitles the plaintiff to an 
order restraining the sale until the hearing. 
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Action, returnable to Spring Term, 1892, of Curroxen, to redeem a 
mortgage on realty situated in said county, given by plaintiff to defend- 
ant to secure a loan of three hundred dollars. The matter was heard 
on application by plaintiff for restraining order prohibiting a sale of 
said realty by defendant under the mortgage. The restraining order 
was granted, returnable on 23 May, 1892, and on application of both 
parties for a time to file further affidavits was continued and heard by 
consent before Hoke, J., at chambers, on 23 June, 1892. 


J. W. Cooper for plaintsff. (845) 
J. W. Hinsdale and Batchelor & Devereux for defendants. 


Prr Curtam. If it is true, as the plaintiff alleges, that the contract 
set out in the complaint was made payable in the State of Georgia to 
avoid the usury laws of this State, that contract will be adjudged to be 
usurious, whatever may be the law of that State. There is, therefore, a 
“serious issue” between the parties which, under the rule established by 
Whitaker v. Hill, 96 N. C., 2; Harrison v. Bray, 92 N. C., 488, and 
Davis v. Lassiter, ante, 128, entitles the plaintiff to have the restraining 
order continued in force to the hearing. 

AFFIRMED, 


W. M. HAYS v. H. F. FORBES. “ 


» 


Contract—Arbitration, Noncompliance With—Evidence. 


A tenant in common of land conveyed his undivided interest therein to a 
creditor under an agreement that the value of the interest should be 
afterwards ascertained by two men, one to be selected by each party, 
and they to select an umpire in case of disagreement, and the difference 
between the debt and the value of the land should be then adjusted be- 
tween the parties; such arbitration was not had, but the land was 
divided between the grantee and the other tenants in common by arbitra- 
tors of their own selection, who placed a valuation on the several shares: 
Held, in an action by the debtor against his creditor for the difference 
between the debt and the valuation fixed upon the land by the arbitrators, 
the report of the arbitrators as to the respective shares was improperly 
admitted, such arbitrators not having been selected according to the 
agreement. ¢ 


Action tried before Graves, J., and a jury, at Fall Term, 1892, (846) 


of GasToN. 
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This action was to recover the difference between a debt which the ° 
plaintiff owed the defendant and the value of land conveyed to defend- 
ant under an agreement to adjust such difference. Plaintiff testified 
that, being indebted to defendant, he conveyed by absolute deed his un- 
divided interest in a tract of land to the defendant, with the understand- 
ing and agreement that the land was to be divided and assessed by two 
men to be selected by them, and if the arbitrators could not agree they 
were to choose another, and they should fix the value; that the land was 
divided between the defendant and the other tenants in common by 
arbitrators: selected by defendant and his cotenants; that defendant 
advised him, plaintiff, not to go to the arbitration; that after such 
division and assessment he went to defendant, who denied the contract, 
and said he did not owe plaintiff anything. | 

Plaintiff then offered in evidence the report of the arbitrators, show- 
ing a valuation of the land conveyed by plaintiff to defendant at $500, 
which was admitted against the objection of defendant, who contended 
that it was incompetent for the reason that, as appeared by the submis- 
sion to arbitration (which was read), the proceedings were had between 
the defendant and his cotenants solely for a division of the land among 
themselves, and not to ascertain the value of the land for the Burpee 
of a settlement between him and the plaintiff. 

The material part of the testimony of defendant was ais sub- — 

(847) mission to arbitration by defendant and his cotenants, which was 
put in evidence, showing that they agreed to “abide by the de- 

cision of the following arbitrators, etc.; in the lands of Lerry Hays, 
deceased, for partition and division, according to their several interests.” 

The following issue was submitted to the jury: 

“Ts the defendant indebted to the plaintiff, and if so, how much?” 

Defendant asked the following instruction: 

“If the jury should believe that there was an agreement between the 
parties, that the land should be valued after the partition by two men, 
one to be selected by each, and such valuation has not been made, and 
that no demand for such valuation has been made by the plaintiff, the 
plaintiff cannot recover in this action, and the answer to the issue should 
be, ‘Nothing.’ ” 

The court gave this instruction, but added, “Tnless the jury shall find 
that plaintiff was prevented from making each demand for arbitration 
by the conduct of the defendant; if plaintiff demanded that defendant 
pay bim what he owed him and defendant denied owing him anything, 
that would relieve plaintiff from demanding an arbitration.” And to 
the refusal of the court to give the instruction as asked, and to his addi- 
tion thereto, defendant excepted. _ 7 
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‘The jury found the issue in favor of the plane and assessed his | 
damages at $259.16. 
There was judgment for the plaintiff, and defendant appealed. 


G. F. Bason for plaintiff. 
' No counsel contra. 


Per Curtam. We see no objection to the charge of his Honor, (848) 
but in view of the testimony of the plaintiff, we think the report 
of: the arbitrators should not have been submitted to the jury. The 
plaintiff testified that the value of the land was to be ascertained by two 
men, one to be chosen by himself and the other by defendant, and if these 
two eould not agree, they were to select a third person to act with them. 
This was not done, but-arbitrators were selected by the defendant and 
- the other tenants in common for the purpose of dividing the land. These 
arbitrators not having been selected according to the agreement, as 
stated by the plaintiff, their report as to the value of the respective 
shares was improperly admitted. The exception to this evidence is sus- 
tained, and there must be.a . 

New TRIAL. 


STATE v. J. B. BRYAN. 
False Pretense—Indictment. 


Since the passage of chapter 205, Acts of 1891, which defines a felony to be a 
crime punishable by death or imprisonment in the State prison, an in- 
dictment.for obtaining goods by false pretense is aetany defective if the 
word “feloniously” be omitted. 


InpictMEnt for fats pretense, tried at Fall Term, 1892, of Craven, 


before Shuford, J. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
S.C. Bragaw and R. B. Nixon for defendant. 


Per Curtam. The omission of the word “feloniously” in (849) 
indictments for obtaining goods by false pretense is, since the 
passage of Laws 1891, ch. 205, a fatal defect, as the > Attorney-General 
admits, 8S, v. Skidmore, 109 N. C., 795. 
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It is not improper to say, however, in view of the contention of coun- 
sel, that there is more than a scintilla of evidence to support the charge, 
if preferred in the required form. 

Error. 


Cited: S. v. Wilson, 116 N. C., 980; S. vs Bunting, 118 N. C., 1900. 


STATE v. ANDREW JACKSON. 


Appeal in Forma Pauperis—Insuficient Affidavit—Dismissal—C orree- 
tion of Case on Appeal. 


1. An appeal in forma pauperis is only permissible when the statutory re- 
quirements have been complied with. 


2. Where the substance only of the affidavit for leave to appeal in forma 
pauperis is set out in the case on appeal and the Court sees that it is 
sufficient, the appeal will be dismissed on motion of the appellee, not as 
a matter of discretion, but of right. 


3. An amendment or correction to a case or transcript on appeal cannot be | 
made by a party himself without certiorari granted. 


4, While the Court may, in matters of grave concern, permit certiorari to 
issue on motion of a party without notice to the other side, or e# mero 
motu, this will not be done where the record shows only technical and 
not substantial grounds of exception to the proceedings below. 


Inrictment for larceny, tried before Shuford, J., at Fall Term, 1892, 
of NorTHamMprTon. : 
The defendant was convicted, and appealed. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
W. W. Peebles & Son for defendant. 


(850)  Crarx, J. The case on appeal, which was made up by appel- 

lant’s counsel, no countercase having been filed by the solicitor, 
recites that the defendant appealed to this Court “in forma pauperis 
upon filing an affidavit that he is unable to give security for the costs 
of the appeal.” This is almost identical with the language used in S. v. 
Jones, 938 N. C., 617. Jt is there intimated that possibly if the recital 
had been simply that the defendant was permitted by the court to appeal 
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in forma pauperis upon affidavit filed, there would be a presumption 
that the affidavit was sufficient. But where (as in that case and in this) 
the substance of the affidavit is set out and the Court sees that it is 
insufficient, the appeal must be dismissed. 

An appeal in forma pauperts 1s only permissible when the statutory 
requirements have been compled with. S. v. Wylde, 110 N. C., 500, 
and cases there cited. The granting of the motion of the Attorney- 
General to dismiss is not a matter of discretion, but a right. 8. v. Mor- 
gan, 77 N. C., 510; 8. ». Payne, 938 N. C., 612. | 


Since this cause was argued and decided and the opinion written, the 
defendant sends up a copy of the affidavit on which the leave to appeal 
was granted. No motion or order for certiorari was made, and we cannot 
recognize this irregular mode of sending up: papers after a cause is 
_ heard, without notice to the other side and without an order of the court. 
Such papers. become no part of the record. Notice was reiterated at last 
term, in the case of S. v. Frizell (111 N. C., 722), that if there were 
defects in making up cases or transcripts on appeal, the Court would not 
grant certiorari to appellants to correct the same, unless it was shown 
that the appellant was without default. <A fortiori the Court will not 
permit such correction and amendment to be made by the party himself 
without a certrorart granted. 

It is true that, in an exceptional case, the Court might permit (851) 
the certiorari to issue now, or might send it down ex mero © 
motu. But an examination of the record shows technical, not substan- — 
tial, grounds of exception to the proceedings below. The rulings and 
judgment of that court are presumed to be correct. The case on appeal 
as made out by the appellant, entitled the Attorney-General to have his 
motion to dismiss granted.. The appellant neither applied for a certt- 
orart when the case was reached nor has the Court thought the case one 
requiring it to issue such writ ex mero motu. 

APPEAL DISMISSED. 


Cited: S. c., post, 852; S. v. Rhodes, post, 857; S. v. Harris, 114 
N. C., 831, 832; S. v. Bramble, 121 N. C., 603; 8. v. Smith, 152 N. C., 
842. ae | 
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STATE v. ANDREW JACKSON, 


Larceny—Exceptions to Charge—Hapression of Opinion by Trial J udge, 
What 1s Not—Unsworn Statement of Bystanders. 


1. On the trial of one charged with larceny of pigs there was some evidence 
that they were not the property of S., as charged in the bill, and the 
court charged, at the request of defendant, that the Jury must be satis- 
fied beyond a reasonable doubt that the pigs belonged to S., and -in that 
connection the court said, among other things, ‘‘the solicitor has proved by 
the testimony of S. and J. that the pigs were the property of S.”: Held, 
that the latter part of the charge, if construed in connection with the 
whole case, meant only that it was “in proof for the State by the testi- 
mony” of such witnesses, etc., and was not likely to be misunderstood 
by the jury as a declaration by the court that the State had proved the 
ownership to be in S. 


2. During the argument of a motion for continuance of a.case in the presence, 
but prior to the impaneling, of the jury, a bystander remarked in open 
court that the prisoner’s wife said she would not come to the trial because 
She would only help get her husband in jail: Held, that this was not 
ground for exception, as it did not occur on the trial, and if it had, the 
remark was not admitted as evidence, and being an unsworn statement 
it could not have been deemed to bias the jury against the sworn testi- 
mony placed before them. . 

3. A mere omission to charge is not error unless a prayer for instruction is 
made. 


(852) Morton to reinstate appeal. (See S. v. Jackson, supra, p. 
849.) 


Attorney-General for the State. 
S.C. Bragaw and R. B. Nixon for petitioner. 


Crark, J. This was a motion to reinstate this appeal, dismissed 
heretofore at this term. By consent, the case was argued on its merits, 
as well as on the motion, in order to avoid the possible necessity, 1f the 
motion were granted, of counsel returning here for another argument. 
We do not find it necessary to pass upon the other points, since if the 
motion were granted, there is no merit in the grounds of the appeal 
itself. The appellant was defended by two able counsel below, and was 
~ convicted by a jury, to which he raised no objection, of the larceny of 
some pigs. There was some evidence tending to show that the pigs did 
not belong to Sam Powell, in whom the property was laid, but to his 
mother. The court gave a prayer for instruction, asked by ‘the defend- 
ant, that the jury must be satisfied beyond a reasonable doubt that the 
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pigs were the property of Sam Powell at the time they were stolen. In 
this connection the court charged, among other things, that “the solicitor 
had proved by the testimony of Sam Powell and Junius Vincent that 
the pigs were the property of Sam Powell.” This language was not 
guarded, but it was used in relation to the prayer, and if construed in 
connection with the whole case, means really no more than that 

it was “in proof for the State by the testimony” of those two (853) 
witnesses, etc. The real gist of the case is not the title to the 

pigs, but the larceny of them by the defendant, which is not sériously 
controverted by the appeal nor by the eyilene below. We do not see 
that the remark of his Honor could have been misunderstood by the 
jury to be other than a mere recital of the fact that two witnesses ne 
testified to the ownership of the pigs by Sam Powell. 

The other exception is, that before the jury was impaneled, but in 
their presence, during the argument on a motion for a continuance, a 
bystander stated in open court that the defendant’s wife said she would 
not come because she would only help get her husband in jail. This can 
be no ground for exception. It was nothing that took place on the trial. 
If it had been, still the remark was not admitted as evidence. The 
granting or refusal of the continuance thereafter was a matter which 
rested in the discretion of the judge. Banks v. Mfg. Co., 108 N. C., 282. 
If such remarks were ground for new trials, all men present who ane | 
possibly become jurors would need be sent out of the courthouse on the 
argument of preliminary motions. Remarks made by the judge on such 
motions do not come within the prohibition of the statute. S. v. Jacobs, 
106 N. C., 695, and cases there cited. There is certainly no statute 
giving such effect to the unsworn remark of a bystander (even had it 
been made during the trial) that it shall be deemed to bias the jury 
against the sworn testimony placed before them. There is a presump- 
tion of law that jurors are men of sufficient intelligence to understand 
that their verdicts must be based solely upon the evidence adduced on 
the trial and the law laid down by the court. 

As to appellant’s complaint that the court did not instruct the jury as 
to the positions taken in argument by his counsel, it is settled that a 
mere omission to charge is not error unless a prayer is asked. 

Boon v. Murphy, 108 N. C., 187, and numerous cases cited in (854) 
Clark’s Code (2 Ed.), p. 382. 
Morton DENIED. 


Otted: The Gold Brick Case, 129 N. C., 662, 677; 8. v. Baldwin, 178 


N. C., aie 
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STATE v. R. A. CALDWELL. 


Indictment for False Pretense—Felony—Omission of Word “Feloni- 
ously” —Arrest of Judgment—Motion to Quash. 


1. The offense of obtaining goods under false pretense, being punishable by 
imprisonment in the penitentiary, is a felony, under the classification by 
chapter 205, Laws 1891, and.a bill of indictment charging such offense, 
and which omits the word “feloniously,” is defective, and judgment will 
be arrested on a verdict of guilty. | 


2. The motion for arrest of judgment on the ground of the insufficiency of the 
bill of indictment may be taken in this Court for the first time. _ 


8. A bill of indictment for a felony, though defective, should not be quashed, 
but the prisoner should be held until the solicitor can send a new bill 
curing the defect. 


Tux defendant was tried and convicted at Fall Term, 1892, of Norru- 
aMPTON, before Shuford, J., and a jury. | 


(855) Attorney-General for the State. 
Thomas W. Mason for defendant. 


Cuark, J. The offense charged is obtaining goods under false pre- 
tense, which may be punished by imprisonment in the penitentiary. 
The Code, secs. 1025, 1026. Since the enactment of chapter 205, Laws 
1891, defining the line between felonies and misdemeanors, all offenses 
which may be punished by death or imprisonment in the penitentiary 
are felonies. -The bill is defective as a charge for false pretense, as. it 
omits the word “feloniously,” and judgment must be arrested. JS. ». 
Skidmore, 109 N. C., 795; 8S. v. Purdie, 67 N. C., 25. There is no 
exception stated for the refusal to grant the motion in arrest of judg- 
ment, but that is a motion which may be taken here for the first time. 
Rule 27 of the Supreme Court. There is an exception to the refusal to 

quash, but that motion was properly refused. S. v. Flowers, 109 
(856) N. C., 841. The judge should have held the prisoner and have 

given the solicitor opportunity ‘to send a new bill curing the 
defect. This should not have caused a postponement of the trial to the 
next term. S. v. Skidmore, supra. 

JUDGMENT ARRESTED. 


Cited: 8. v. Lee, 114 N. C., 846; 8S. v. Wilson, 116 N. C., 980; S. v. 
Bunting, 118 N. C., 1200; 8. v. Harwell, 129 N. C., 551, 5555 S. v. 
Marsh, 182 N. C., 1001; &. v. Stephens, 170 N. C., 747; S. v. Paris, 
181 N. ©., 585. | 
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STATE v. JAMES RHODES.” 


Practice—Pauper’s Apes nsufficiency of Affidavit 


An affidavit to obtain an appeal in forma pauperis, which oie the statutory 
requirement of an averment of good faith, is insufficient and unavailing. 


INDICTMENT against the defendant, James Rhodes, for burning cer- 
tain barns, the property of Mrs. Mary H. King, tried before Shuford, J., 
and a jury, at January Term, 1893, of FRANKLIN. 

There was a verdict of guilty, and from the judgment thereon defend- 
ant was allowed to appeal in forma pauperis, but in the affidavit omitted 
to aver that the application was made in good faith. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
W. M. Person for defendant. 


Per Curiam. The right to appeal in forma pauperis requires some 
restrictions againgt abuse. What they shall be is for the Legislature to 
determine. It has set out the requirements in The Code, sec. 1235. The 
Court has no right to abrogate any of these requisites. This has been 
often decided. S. v. Jackson, ante, 848; 8S. v. Wylde, 110 N. C., 

500; S. v. Tow, 103 N. C., 850; 8. v. Jones, 93 N. C., 617; and (857) 
teed, in a full score of cases. . 
The present case presents an affidavit which nets the statutory re- 
quirement of an averment “of good faith.” The appellant has not done 
what was requisite to place his appeal before us. We cannot help him, 

and the attempted appeal must ee dismissed. | 

APPEAL DISMISSED. 


Cited: 8. c. , mfra; S. v. Harris, 114 N. C., 831; 8. v. Bramble, 121 
ON. C., 603; S. vo. Smith, 152 N. C., 849. 


STATE v. JAMES RHODES. 
Practice—Crimenal Law—CertiorariF ormer Acquittal. 


1. Certiorari in lieu of a lost appeal should be moved for before the appeal is 
regularly reached in its order on the docket for argument. 


2. Where, on appeal, a new trial was granted in a criminal case on the ground 
that the judge below erred in submitting the case to the jury when there 
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was not sufficient evidence to warrant it, defendant cannot on the new 
trial plead former acquittal, for he was convicted in the court below, and 
the granting of a new trial was not an acquittal; nor can he plead former 
conviction, for it was set aside and a new trial granted. 


Morton to reinstate the appeal dismissed supra. (See 8S. v. Rhodes, 
supra. ) 


Attorney-General for the State. 
W. M. Person for defendant. 


Crark, J. This is a motion to reinstate this appeal, which was dis- 
missed for failure to comply with the requirements for perfecting an 
appeal in forma pauperis. As repeatedly pointed out by the Court, 

there must be some regulations of some kind for perfecting 
(858) appeals to this Court. What those regulations shall be, the 

Legislature has prescribed. When they are not observed by 
appellants; the opposite party may have the appeal dismissed. Other- 
wise, the statute would be a vain thing and there would be no orderly. 
method of bringing up appeals. Every ease would be the subject of 
debate. | 

The appellant now asks to reinstate, and for a certiorari in lieu of 
the appeal, which has been lost; without any negligence or default on 
his part. It proves unnecessary in this case to consider whether on his 
own showing he has used such a degree of diligence as entitles him to a 
certiorart in lieu of a lost appeal. Certainly he should have moved for 
this writ, with proper diligence, before the appeal was regularly reached 
in its order on the docket for argument. But, without discussing that 
further, the certiorart must be denied, because there is no merit in the 
appeal. 

On examination of the case on appeal, there are two exceptions: 

1. On a former appeal (111 N. C., 647) a new trial was granted, 
because this Court held that the Judge below erred in letting the case go 
to the jury when there was not sufficient evidence to warrant lt. 

When the case was again called in the lower court, the defendant 
moved to be dismissed, and excepted to the refusal of the motion. The 
defendant’s motion is anomalous. He could not plead former acquittal, 
for he was convicted. On appeal, this Court could not acquit him. It 
merely held that there was error, and directed a new trial. Nor could 
he plead former conviction, for it was set aside, and the new trial was 
granted at his instance. 

2. The other exception is, that there was no evidence sufficient to go. 
to a jury. er the case was here on the former appeal, there has been 
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added to the evidence confessions made by the prisoner that (859) 

he knew who burnt the barn and all about it. This, taken with 

the other evidence in the case, makes out a case which it was not error — 

for the judge to submit ‘to the jury. 
Morion DENIED. 


Cited: S. v. Harris, 114 N. C., 832; 8. v. Adams, 115 N. C., 784; 
Prevatt v. Harrelson, 182 N. C., 2538; 8. v. Marsh, 184 N. C., 196; 
Hollingsworth v. Skelding, 142 N. C., 255. 


STATE v. FORMAN HOWARD. 


Murder—Death Caused by Third Person—Evidence. 


In a trial of F. for murder, the court gave an instruction as follows: “If you 
believe, from the evidence, that B. and the prisoner were standing in the 
store, by the fire, as detailed by the witnesses, and as soon as the difficulty 
between H. and the deceased commenced, they both rushed upon the 
deceased, neither of them having a deadly weapon in his hand, : 
and inflicted the wound upon him from which he died, the prisoner is 
guilty of murder, whether the deadly weapon was in his hands or those 
of B.: Held, that such instruction was erroneous, in that it imputed the 
felonious act of one participant to the other without an inquiry or finding 
as to whether B. and the prisoner entered into the fight by preconcert, or 
whether the prisoner had previous knowledge of the possession and con- 
sented to the use of the weapon by the other. 


Inpicrment for sede: tried before Bryan, J., and a jury, at Janu- 
ary Term, 1893, of Duruam. 

The defendant, who, with two others, was charged with the murder 
of Josh etre obtained a severance, and was tried alone and con- 
victed, and appealed. There were many special instructions asked for 
by the defendant, and many exceptions to the refusal of some and to the 
charge of the judge. It was deemed necessary to consider only one 
exception, made to an instruction to the jury, which, together 
with the salient points of the testimony upon which it bears, is ey) 
set out in the opinion of Shepherd, C. J. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
Boone & Parker for defendant. 


SuEepuerp, ©. J. The prisoner, together with Dock Howard and 
_ Henderson Burnett, was indicted for the murder of one Josh Cannaday, 
but, upon motion, a severance was ordered, and he alone was put upon 
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trial. Several exceptions were taken to the rulings of his Honor, but 
only one need be considered by the Court in order to dispose of the 
appeal. 

It appears from the testimony that the deceased and Dock Howard 
were engaged in a fight, apparently without deadly weapons, and that 
‘the prisoner (a brother of Dock Howard) and Henderson Burnett par- 
ticipated in the same for the purpose of assisting the said Howard. His 
Honor very properly assumed that there was no evidence that these 
parties acted by preconcert, and it was left in doubt as to which of the 
defendants used a deadly weapon and struck the fatal blow. While the 
testimony tended to show that the prisoner, as well as Henderson Bur- 
nett, inflicted wounds with a razor or other sharp instrument upon the 
deceased, it also presented an important phase, insisted upon by the 
prisoner, that he not only did not enter the fight by preconcert, but that 
he used no weapons himself and saw none in the hands of Henderson 
Burnett, or, indeed, of any one else. 

This view of the evidence presents the following proposition: Two 
men are engaged in an affray, without deadly weapons or any other cir- . 
cumstances to indicate that their mutual assaults are of a felonious 

character. A (a brother of one of the combatants) and B are 
(861) bystanders, and, without preconcert or any connection with the 

original quarrel, each acting independently of the other, sud- 
denly take part in the fight against one of the parties. B has a deadly 
weapon, which is unknown to A, and, without his consent or knowledge, 
inflicts the fatal wound. Is A guilty of murder? 

In 8. v. Simmons, 51 N. C., 21, it is laid down as a well established 
principle “that where two agree to do an unlawful act, each is responsi- 
ble for the act of the other, provided it be done in-pursuance of the 
original understanding or in furtherance of the common purpose.” So, 
in S. v. Gooch, 94 N. C., 983, the Court said that if the prisoners “went 
to the store of Cheatham with the purpose, under the pretense of fight- 
ing, to stab Cheatham, and either the one or the other stabbed and 
killed the deceased, it was murder in the assailants; . . . or if the jury 
believed that Gooch had prepared himself with a knife, with the inten- 
tion of using it in case he or Smith got into a fight with the deceased, 
and went to Cheatham’s store with the intention of having a conflict 
with him, and did kill him with the knife, and Smith, having a knowl- 
edge of the purpose, went with him and was present, assisting in the 
conflict, the jury were well warranted in finding them both guilty of 
murder.” It will be observed that in these cases each of the prisoners 
had a deadly weapon and acted in pursuance of a previous understand- 
ing. They cannot, therefore, be considered as authority for sustaining 
a conviction of murder upon ‘the facts embodied in the foregoing propo- 
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sition. All of the authorities (and they are too numerous to be cited) 

agree that in such a casé, in order to impute the felonious act of one par- 

ticipant to the other, they must have entered into the fight by precon- 

cert; otherwise, there is no malice in the act of the other, and without 
malice there can be no murder. | 

_ His Honor, in the seventh instruction, charged the jury as (862) 

follows: 

“If you believe from the evidence that Henderson Burnett and the 
prisoner, Furman Howard, were standing in the store, by the fire, as 
detailed by the witnesses, and as soon as the difficulty between Dock 
Howard and the deceased (Josh Cannaday) commenced, they both 
rushed upon Josh, either of them having a deadly weapon in his hand 
(and the court charges you that a razor or knife, such as described,.1s a 
deadly weapon), and pressed him back upon the molasses barrel. and then 
down the store 15 feet, and inflicted the wound upon him from’which | 
he died, the prisoner is guilty of murder, whether the deadly weapon was 
in his hand or that of Burnett.” 

The instruction ignores the phase of the testimony to which we have 
adverted, and without qualification is in itself erroneous. 

New TRIAL. 


Cited: S.v. Price, 158 N. C., 649; 9. v. Greer, 162 N. C., 652; 8. v. 
Orr, 175 N. C., 776. 


STATE v. T. N. WOMBLE. 


Working on Public Roads—Hxemption—Constitutional Law—Repeal 
by Implication. 


1. Section 25, chapter 147, Laws 1852, which exempts the officers, servants 
and employees of the Fayetteville and Western Railroad Company (now 
the Cape Fear and Yadkin Valley Railway Company), incorporated 

- thereby, from working on the public roads, is constitutional. 


2. Such exemption, being contained in a private act, is not repealed by section 
2017 of The Code, which requires all able-bodied male persons between 
the ages of 18 and 45 to work on the public roads, since by section 38873 
of The Code it is provided that ‘no act of a private or local nature shall 
be construed to be repealed by any section of this Code.” 


CLARK, J., dissents arguendo. 


InprotmenT for failure to work on the public road, tried at (863) 
February Term, 1893, of Cuaruam, before Bryan, J. 
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The jury returned the following special verdict: The defendant was 
a depot agent at Goldston, Chatham County, in-the employ of the Cape 
Fear and Yadkin Valley Railway Company, and was duly summoned 
by the overseer of the road in the township to work the same, to which 
he had been assigned by the board of supervisors. Defendant received 
the summons, but failed to appear and work as required, and refused to 
pay any amount in lieu thereof, claiming that he was an employee of 
said company and in its actual service, and was exempt by its charter 
from working the public read. Thereupon the court held the defendant 
not guilty, and the solicitor for the State Bppee oe from the judgment 
rendered, 


Attorney-General and A. W, Haywood for the State. 
RA. = Gray for the defendant. 


oo J. Coneeine that the section in the charter of the “Cape 
Fear and Yadkin Valley Railway Company,” which provides that the 
“officers, servants and employees of the corporation shall be exempt from 
the performance of ordinary militia duty, working on public road, and — 
serving on juries” (section 25, chapter 147, Laws 1852; chapter 67, 
' Laws 1879), constituted no part of the contract between the State and 
the company, it remains to be determined whether that particular sec- 
tion has been repealed by the enactment of sections 2018 and 2059 of 
The Code, which declare that certain classes of persons, and no others, 
shall be exempt from liability to-work on the public roads. Those pro- 
visions of the general road law are clearly repugnant to, and operate as 

a repeal of, that portion of the charter which granted the exemp- 
(864) tion, unless the older statute was, in contemplation of law, “local 

or private in its nature” and was “saved from repeal” by sections 
3867 and 3873 of The Code. Shepherd v. Comrs., 90 N. C., 115. It 
has been settled that acts incorporating railroad companies are private 
statutes. Durham v. R. R., 108 N. C., 399; Hughes v. Comrs., 107 © 
N. C., 598. But it: is contended that the charter of a railroad company 
may ean some provisions of a public and somé of a private nature, 
and that under a proper construction of the saving provisions cited in 
enacting The Code the Legislature repealed not the whole, but every 
section of every railroad charter theretofore granted by the State which © 
could be singled out and shown to operate upon the whole of the public. 
It would be difficult to foresee the effects of such a ruling upon the 
charters of public, quasi-public, and strictly private corporations in this 
State. The safer and more natural interpretation of the saving statutes 
is, that private as well as local acts are, as a whole, and in every clause, 
_ unaffected by any repugnant provision of The Code. The language of 
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section 3873 is, that “No act of a private or local nature . . . shall be » 
construed to be repealed by any section of this Code,” as we think, in 
_ whole or in part. Any other construction. would involve an endless 
scrutiny of both municipal and railroad charters to ascertain how much 
of every particular one is still left intact. The fact that so much of a 
private act as creates a criminal offense, applicable alike to all citizens 
of the State, is so far public that the courts will take judicial notice of 
its existence without offering it in evidence, is not inconsistent with a 
- purpose on the part of the Legislature to save from repeal, not simply 
certain sections, but the whole of an “act of a private nature.” If the 
charter of the North Carolina Railroad and that of the Atlantic and 
North Carolina Railroad are private acts, as both have been held | 
to be (Durham v. fh. &. and Hughes v. Comrs., supra), then that (865) 
under consideration is also a private statute, and all three, from | 
beginning to end, remain unaltered by the repugnant provisions of The 
Code. | | | 
It is true that section 2017 of The Code constituted a part of chapter 
82, Laws 1879 (being section 4), and that by section 12 of said chapter 
all laws and clauses of laws in conflict with its provisions were repealed. 
- But it does not necessarily follow that the effect of that statute was to 
establish a sweeping rule, without any such exception as had been pre- 
viously made by law. The very next section (2018), which then con- 
stituted a part of the Revised Code, provided that “No persons between 
the ages prescribed shall be exempt, except such as shall be exempted by 
the General Assembly or the board of supervisors,’ ete. The Code 
Commissioners, finding no conflict between the two sections, brought 
forward both, yet, if the act of 1879 is to receive the construction con- 
tended for, there could be no exception, not even when the General 
Assembly had specifically declared certain persons exempt. When the 
charter of the railroad company was granted, in 1858, the Revised Code, 
ch. 101, sec. 9, made it the duty of the overseer to “summon all white 
males between the ages of 18 and 45,” ete. (the act of 1879 being a 
reénactment of it), and a subsequent section (112) ‘of the same chapter 
excepted (just as The Code, sec. 2018, has done) all such persons as 
“shall be exempted by the General Assembly.” By reference to the 
Revised Statutes, ch. 104, secs. 10 and 12, we find the same provisions— 
first, that “all males between 18 and 45” shall be summoned and shall 
be liable to a penalty for failing to work; and, second, that no person’ 
shall be excused, except such as are or shall be exempted by the General 
Assembly,.ete. By going still further back: to the fountain-head, it 
appears that those two sections of The Code (sections 2017 
and 2018) were enacted in the years 1784 and 1786, the first (866) 
61 
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~ being substantially the same as section 3, chapter 256, Laws 1786, and 
the second the same as section 8, ehavies 227, on 1784, the latter 
of the two being by its terms aerely smendstery of the eyrinen 1 Pot- 
ter’s Revisal, chs. 227 and 256. So, at every stage of the history of 
legislation on this subject, by construing all the statutes in force 
together, and giving effect to all laws in existence, we reach inevitably 
the conclusion that the statutory general rule has at all times made all 
such persons between 18 and 45 liable, but the exception has kept pace 
with the rule and has provided for the exemption of such as had been © 
or should be, by any special legislation or by the action of the county 
authorities, for certain specified reasons, excused. It is clear that the 
_ charter was enacted in 1858 in the face of the same sweeping rule, fol- 
lowed by the same exception (of “such as shall be exempted by the 
General Assembly,” etc., Revised Code, ch. 101, secs. 9 and 12) as in 
the present Code, the two having ‘stood together in perfect harmony 
since 1784, and the immunity given was manifestly intended to be 
placed, and to stand until repealed, within the exception. 

The Legislature of 1879 reénacted section 9 and declared all clauses 
inconsistent with it repealed. Does it follow that section 12 was thereby 
repealed? If they were repugnant, as is contended, how could they have 
been left standing in the Revised Code as, sections in the same chapter 
and on successive pages? Not only did the eminent men who codified 
the laws in 1855 consider them consistent with each other, but the com- 
missioners, in 1883, upon reviewing the history of legislation upon the 
subject, brought forward both as a part of the existing statutory law 

and recommended a reénactment. In construing the law, both 
(867) commissioners adopted the views of Nash, Battle and Iredell in 

bringing forward the same provisions from the acts of 1784 and 
1786. How, then, could the provision in the charter be repugnant to a 
statute which has stood side by side with another, specially excepting 
such provisions at every moment of time from 17 86 to 1883, when The 
Code became the law? End. on Inter. Stat., secs. 227, 228. 

But it is contended that if the exeninting clause was not repealed by 
implication, it was nevertheless void ab initio as a vain attempt to grant 
a special privilege to particular persons. Every presumption is in favor 
not only of the constitutionality of laws passed by the Legislature, but 
of the good faith of all law-making bodies. Where, therefore, it appears 
to have been within the purview of its power to enact a law in order to 
effectuate a public purpose, the courts are not at liberty to question the 
motives of:a codrdinate branch of the government. Indeed, unless the 
law itself declares the intent with which it was passed, it is the duty 
of the courts to enforce it as they find it enacted, assuming that of sev- 
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eral conceivable motives the lawful one only operated to cause its enact- 
ment. S. v. Moore, 104 N. C., 714; 74 Am. Dec., 595, notes ; Hoke ». 
Henderson, 15 N. C., 1; 8. v. Moss. ‘47 N.C., 66. | 

We take it for peanted. then, that the peepee in embodying in the 
act the section exempting ae eee from road duty, was to provide 
for the safety and security of property and persons that might be trans- 
ported by the company as a common carrier of freight and passengers. 
It was not only the right but the duty of the General Assembly, to pro- — 
vide, to the uttermost limit of its power, ample!protection for passengers 
and property against exposure to unnecessary risks as well as against 
injury from negligence. Bagg v. R. h., 109 N. C., 279. 

Were we to concede that in passing upon the constitutionality (868) 
of a provision in one charter we are allowed to search the private 
as well as the public laws passed by the Legislature for the last fifty 
years to ascertain whether similar exemptions ‘have been granted to 
employees of other quasi-public corporations, and that such examina- 
tion would reveal the fact that no such immunity from serving on juries 
or working on the public roads has been extended to the servants of any 
‘other company in the State, 1t would still be our duty to infer that on 
account of the peculiar location and environments of that particular 
line of railway it was necessary, in the opinion'of the Legislature, for 
the public security that experienced operatives in its service should not 
be left liable to be detached on public duty and have their places filled 
by less vigorous or less skillful:men. We can readily conceive that some 
such motive may have led to the exemption of lockkeepers, who were 
often stationed at remote points on the Dismal Swamp-Canal, from mili- 
tary service, though no such immunity was granted to persons discharg- 
ing similar duties on the canal of the Roanoke Navigation Company 
and other canals that were being used when the law was passed. The 
Code, sec, 3164; Rev. Code, ch. 70, sec. 2. It is true that the law (The 
Code, sec. 2059) afterwards enacted and still later repealed by acts 
of 1887, ch.-98, sec. 4, excused from such service in all parts of the State 
all ferrymen, keepers of public grist mills and lockkeepers on public 
canals; but the immunity was granted, not because the organic law 
imposed the duty of including the whole of a class, but because in the 
judgment of the Legislature the public interest and safety required 
that all of ‘these persons, should be at all times, as public servants, ready 
to serve their customers. The width of public highways, except such 
as are causewayed or run through cuts, are required to be kept clear 
of obstructions to the passage of ‘vehicles for the space of eighteen | 
feet, but the roads lying in all counties where by law they have (869) 
been classified of different widths, as low as twelve feet, are ex- 
cepted out of the act, These acts were passed in every instance because 
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in the judgment of the Legislature the physical conditions in certain 
sections justified some peculiar legislation applicable to the highways 
situate within them. Surely the General Assembly is not restricted to 
county lines in adapting the laws to the “lay of the land,” so that the 
same rule must be made to apply to swamps or plains as to mountains, 
constituting different sections of the same county. We would not be 
at liberty to question, because of unconstitutional discrimination, the 
validity of a statute exempting from military duty and lability to serve 
on juries the road workers assigned to a highway running across the 
hills and mountains'or the swamps of many different counties. It would 
be our duty to draw the inference, in such a case, that a codrdinate 
branch of the government had exercised its powers from the best motives 
and for the promotion of ‘the public interest. While, except in cases of 
extraordinary damage to the highway, no.person residing east of the 
Blue Ridge can be compelled to work on the public road more than six 
days in any year, /those living west of that line, which runs through and 
divides many counties, may be required to work as many as ten days 
during the same period. The Code, sec. 2017. It is the duty of the 
members of the General Assembly to inform themselves as to the con-— 
dition and wants of the people in every section. If they deem it best 
for the public safety to extend the same exemption to the servants and 
employees of a particular guast-public corporation, as to ferrymen, lock- 
keepers and public millers, we must infer that the law was passed by 
them for the purpose of protecting hfe and property, just as the general 
statute was intended, either to attain the same end or to avoid 

(870) subjecting the patrons of the persons excused, to inconvenience. 
The charter confers no special privileges on a private indi- 

vidual or individuals as such, but exempts from a public burden the 
servants of an important public agency created by the Legislature for 
the benefit of the people, presumably to prevent the withdrawal of the 
exempt persons from their duties. The courts are not authorized to 
declare that their information was unreliable, their reasons for passing 
the act ‘insufficient, or their motives improper. Mayor v. Baltwmore, 
74 Am. Dec., 572; Hoke v. Henderson, 15 N. C., 1 (25 Am. Dee., 677). 
While the General Assembly has very frequently passed special legis- 
lation for particular counties, at the requestiof representatives of such 
political divisions, or for towns within them, it does not follow that any: 
provision of the Federal or State Constitution fixes the boundaries of 
- counties or any ‘other geographical lines aé criteria in determining the, 
limit to the exercise of police power. The test is involved in the ques-. 
tion whether, from an examination of the act itself, it becomes manifest 
that the law was passed for the purpose of unjustly discriminating in 
favor of or against a particular pérson or class of persons or corpora+ 
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tions, and not for the public good. Every doubt must be resolved not 
only in favor of the constitutionality of the law, but of the honest in- 
tent of the law-makers. Though, as a rule, a grant of a special privi- 
lege, not conferred upon persons generally, to a particular man for his 
own péculiar benefit, naming him, may be unconstitutional, the Legis- 
lature unquestionably has the power, in order to provide for the public 
convenience or to facilitate transportation of persons and property, to 
confer on a designated person the right ;to build a bridge or establish 
a ferry, with the power to charge tolls for the use of such cross- 

ings, and, in addition, to exempt the servant who may be placed ( 87 1) 
in chee, from all public burdens. It has never been contended 

that the courts have the power, in passing upon the validity of such acts, 
to take judicial notice of every other private charter granted by the 
Legislature and declare ninety and nine unconstitutional ,becausé the 
grant of exemption is omitted in one. The power to institute condem- 
nation proceedings and have private property appropriated to the use 
of corporations is an important privilege, in the exercise of which all 
of the people of the State owning land along the line are deeply inter- 
ested; but it does not follow that the clause in a charter granting the 
privilege to one company to take one hundred feet on each side of the 
center of its track may be declared void because only fifty feet on either 
side is allowed to be oe as a right-of-way by another similar 
corporation. 

The grant of exemption does not purport upon its face to be exclusive. 
Upon its face, however, even if the exemption has not been granted to 
the employees of another corporation in the State, the act was one which 
the Legislature had unquestionably the right to pass. 

We have hesitated to cite the case of Bank v. Taylor, 6 N. C., 266, 
because, though it sustains fully the principle we have stated, 1t goes 
much further in conceding the authority of the Legislature to give to a 
particular bank a summary remedy, not enjoyed by any other person 
or corporation, for the collection of debts. Hall, J., said, in concluding . 
the opinion: “Although it is the duty of this Court when they believe 
a law to be unconstitutional to declare it so, yet they will not undertake 
to do it in doubtful cases. Mutual tolerance and respect for the opin- 
ions of others require the exercise of such power only in cases where 
it is plainly and obviously the duty of the Court to act. It is not for 
this Court to judge of the expediency of the measure, nor to esti- 
mate its anticipated or actual benefit or injury to the community. (872) 
These are considerations strictly of a legislative nature, and the | 
competent authority has pronounced upon them.” 

We have preferred to rest the right of the Legislature to grant this 
exemption to a particular corporation, not upon the ground that it 
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constituted one of the mutual considerations of the contract, but upon 
the idea that it was an exemption voluntarily given and Hable to be 
taken away, when in the judgment of the Legislature it should be no 
longer needed for the protection of the public. 

For the reasons given we think there was-no error in holding, upon 
the special verdict, that the defendant was not guilty, and the judgment 
of the court below must be 

AFFIRMED. 


Crark, J., dissenting: ‘The defendant claims to be exempt from 
working the public roads by virtue of section 25, chapter 147, Laws 
1852. This is the charter of the Western Railroad Company, since 
altered by chapter 67, Laws 1879, to the “Cape Fear and Yadkin Valley 
Railway Company,” but retaining the same rights, powers, privileges, 
immunities and jfranchises. Said section 25 provides, “That all the 
officers of the company and servants and persons in the actual employ- 
ment of the company be and are hereby exempt from performing ordi- 
nary militia duty, working on public roads and |serving as jurors.” 

If it be conceded that the Legislature had the power to grant this 
excmption still the right to the service of its citizens for the perform- 
ance of military, road and jury duty is an essential element of sov- 
ereignty. It cannot be the subject of contract or inalienably bar- 
gained away. R. R. v. Alsbrook, 110 N: C., 187. Like similar exemp- 
tions of other classes of the community, it is subject to revotation by any 

future Legislature, which can, according to its judgment, modify 
(873) the exemptions, or repeal them, or change the ages at which any 

citizen shall become subject, or cease to be lable, to render such 
duties. Exemptions of particular classes of men, or in particular locali- 
ties, are very common, and it would essentially cripple the powers of the 
sovereign if such exemptions were construed to be contracts and irrevo- 
cable. The fact that the exemption in this case is found in a clause 
_of a railroad charter makes it a contract no more than if found in the 
charter of a city or town or in the incorporation of a firemen’s or mill- 
tary company, in which they are not unusual. The exemption is like 
the exemption of “public millers,” which is a revocable privilege ex- 
tended to that necessary class of the community, but which is not a 
contract with mill owners that the legislative policy shall not be changed. 
In truth, such exemptions are mere privileges, revocable at the legis- 
lative will. That has been exercised as to this exemption by the general 
act (Laws 1879, ch. 82, sec. 4) which repeals all previous exemptions 
from road duty by providing that “all able-bodied male persons between 
the ages of 18 years and 45 years shall be required, under the provisions 
of this act, to work-on the public roads, except,” ete. Section 12 of this 
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act provides, “All laws and clauses of laws in conflict with this act are 
hereby repeated.” The act itself makes some i ec and others 
have since been made by the Legislature. 
The grant of exemption from public duty to any class of citizens is 
a public matter, whether the grant is in a special or general act, or in 
a clause in a private or public statute. The Legislature has power to 
revoke the exemption, and this has been done by repealing “all laws and 
clauses of laws” (without excepting any) which conflict with the new 
statute, that all persons between the ages specified (with the exception 
named in the act) shall be liable to road duty. Endlich on Stat., 
231. It was not required that the Legislature should seek out (874) 
and recite every statute, public or private, which contained an 
exemption. It is sufficient, as this act does, to make all able-bodied per- 
sons of the ages named liable to road duty and to repeal “all laws and 
clauses of laws” in conflict with this requirement. Nor can it make 
any possible difference that this general repealing act passed in 1879 
was brought forward in The Code adopted four years later. 

Upon the special verdict the defendant should have been adjudged 
guilty. The case should be remanded to the end that the judgment be 
so entered, and that the Court may proceed to sentence according to law. 


Cited: Wilson v. Jordan, 194.N. C., 709; Greene v. Owen, 125 N. G., 
215; 8. v. Cantwell, 142 N. C., 609, 610, 614: S. v. Gettys, 181 N. C., 
583. 


STATE vy. TONY ROGERS. 


Criminal Law — Confessions by Prisoner — Examination of Prisoner 
When Manacled—Duty of Committing Magistrate to Caution 
Prisoner. 


1. Where, on a trial for murder, it did not appear that the prisoner asked 

| and was denied time and opportunity to advise with counsel prior to 
making his statement before a committing magistrate, the confessions of 
the prisoner will not be excluded as evidence on the ground that he did 
not have such time and cpportunity. 


2. While the practice, if it exists, of keeping a prisoner tied or manacled dur- 
ing the preliminary examination before a committing magistrate, is not 
to be commended, yet the fact that a prisoner charged with murder was 
so tied during such examination would not, in itself, constitute a valid 
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objection to the admission, as evidence, of confessions then made, unless 
it appeared that he was tied in such manner as to produce pain or to 
tend to induce or extort from him a confession. 


3. It is not necessary that a committing magistrate at the commencement of 
the examination of a prisoner shall use the precise words of the statute 
(The Code, sec. 1145) in giving the caution therein prescribed, but it is 
sufficient if there be a substantial compliance with the requirements of 
the statute and if the magistrate inform the prisoner, in plain language, 
of his rights in the premises. 


4, On the trial of a prisoner charged with poisoning his wife, the court 
properly refused to allow counsel for defendant, while addressing the 
jury, to read to them from a treatise on toxicology, which could not have 
been admitted as evidence, and concerning which no witness had been 
examined. 


(875) Inpictment for murder, tried before Winston, J., and a jury, | 
at December Term, 1892, of Ricumonp, 

The State offered evidence tending to prove that the prisoner bought 
a box of “Rough on Rats” at Laurinburg on a certain Saturday; that 
prisoner inquired when he bought it whether it would kill people, and 
was told that it would, and was cautioned to keep it out of the way of 
children and his “eatables”; that he carried it home and administered 
part of it to lis wife, ‘Rhoda Rogers, who died from the effects thereof 
on the next day, Sunday. 

M. J.-Edwards, a witness for the State, was offered for the purpose 
of proving confessions of the prisoner. Witness testified: “I was com- 
mitting justice; warned him and told him of his rights under the statute, 
and told him if he did not choose to testify, the failure to do so would not 
be used to his prejudice; that he was at liberty to refuse; that he need 
not testify if he did not wish to do so; read the waerant to him and 
informed him of the charge; the prisoner was tied at the time paper 
‘was read over to him, but not frightened, and he signed it with his 
mark.” 

The State proposed to read the paper above referred to as a confession 
of the prisoner. The prisoner’s counsel objected upon the grounds: 

1. Because the prisoner was not allowed a reasonable time to 
(876) send for and advise with counsel. 
2. Because the prisoner was tied while being examined. 

3. Because the prisoner was not told and cautioned ‘that he was at 
liberty to refuse to answer any question that might be put to him. 

4, Because the prisoner was not cautioned that his refusal’ to answer 
should not be used to his prejudice at any stage of the proceedings. 

The defendant was convicted, and appealed. 
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Attorney-General for the State. 
W. H. Neal for the defendant. 


MacRagz, J., after stating the facts: There is nothing in the case 
to indicate that the prisoner was not allowed a reasonable time to send 
for and advise with counsel, as suggested in the first ground of excep- 
tion to the admissibility of his statement upon preliminary examination 
before the committing magistrate. If it had been made to appear that 
he had.asked and was denied such time and opportunity, a serious ques- 
tion might have arisen as to the admissibility of his statements. 

The fact that the prisoner was tied during his examination would 
not in itself constitute a valid objection to the evidence, unless it ap- 
peared that he was tied in such a manner as to produce pain or to tend 
to induce or extort from him a confession. &S. v. Cruse, 74 N. C., 491. — 

We do not commend the practice, however, if such there be, of keep- 

ing the prisoner shackled or tied while before the committing magis- 
trate on the preliminary examination. The law should be the same 
there as upon his trial; the dictates of humanity would require that 
unless there should be some strong reason to the contrary, he 
should be freed from such physical restraint. In a noteto Whar- (877) 
ton’s Or. Pl. & Pr., sec. 699, quoting from 2 Hawks P. C., ch. 
28, and from other authorities, it is well said in regard to his arraign- 
riches “The prisoner is to be brought to the bar without irons, shackles 
or other restraint, unless there be danger of escape; and ought to be 
used with all the humanity and gentleness which is consistent with 
the nature of the thing, jand under no terror or uneasiness other than 
what proceeds from a sense of his guilt or the misfortune of his present 
circumstances.” 

The statute, section 1146 of The Code, is in these words: “At the 
commencement of the examination the prisoner shall be informed by 
the magistrate that he is at liberty to refuse to answer any question that 
may be put to him, and that his refusal to answer shall not be used to 
his prejudice in any stage of the proceedings.” 

The testimony of the committing magistrate, as set out above, shows 

a substantial and full compliance with the requirements of the law. 
We do not understand it to be necessary that the magistrate shall use 
the precise words of the statute in giving the prescribed caution; indeed, 
it might be better in some instances to give it in simpler language. Tt 
should always be plain enough to inform him of his rights in the 
premises. 

_ We find. another exception noted: “Counsel proposed to read to the 
jury in the course of the argument from ‘Rule’s Toxicology, ete., which 
the court declined to permit him to do, the same not having been offered 
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in evidence, and not being under oath, and no witness having been 
examined concerning the same. The defendant excepted to this ruling 
of the court.” | | 
(878) | The book itself could not have been offered in evidence, neither 
could it be read by counsel as part of his argument. The matter 
was very fully discussed and explained by Mr. J ae Bynum i in A uff- 
man v. Click, T7 N. C., 55. | 
We have carefully ecaminéd the record in: élite case ia find 
No ERROR. 7 


- 


Cited: 8. v. DeGraff, 118 N. C., 692; Butler v. R. R., 130 N. C., 18; 
S. v. King, 162 N. C., 581; Tilghman v. BR. &., 171 N. C., 657, 


STATE v. WILLIAM 8S. MILLER... 


Criminal Law—Manslaughter—H vidence—Insiructions. 


1. On a trial of a defendant charged with murder, it appeared that while 
‘he and others were engaged in friendly conversation the deceased, a 
powerful man, came up on horseback in a gallop, halloing twice and 
applying an insulting epithet to his horse, which defendant misinter- 
preted as applicable to himself; a demand for explanation by the de- 
fendant was followed by an insult from the deceased, who advanced 
with threatening aspect and words, upon the defendant, who retreated 
until overtaken and knocked or pushed down by deceased, and while 
upon the ground, and during the struggle, inflicted nine cuts or stabs 
with a pocketknife, from which deceased died: Held, that the repeated 
cutting of deceased, with the knife during the fight, resulting in the 
death of deceased, was not murder, since there was no evidence of express 
malice or of a previous preparation for the fight by the defendant, or that 
he used the knife after deceased had been taken off his prostrate body, 
but such killing, being the result of passion produced by the os was 
manslaughter at the most. 


2. Although, when killing with a deadly weapon is proved and admitted, the 
burden is shifted upon the prisoner to show mitigation or excuse, yet, 
when it appears that, in no aspect of the testimony, and under no infer- 
ence fairly deducible from it, the prisoner is guilty of murder, it is error 
in the court to refuse the prayer for an instruction to the jury that they 
must not return a verdict for any higher offense than manslaughter. 


3. pee the law may raise a presumption from a given state of facts, 
nothing more appearing, it is the province of the court, when all the 
facts are developed and known, to tell the jury eee in every aspect 

- of the testimony, such presumption is rebutted. 


570 


N.G.] FEBRUARY TERM, 1893 


STratEt v, MILLER 


INDICTMENT for murder, tried before Boykin, J., and a jury, (879) 
at Fall Term, 1892, of Trepett. 

The defendant was convicted, and appealed. 

The facts are stated in the opinion of Associate Fisstie Abe: 


A ttorney-General for the State. 
R. Z. Linney for defendant. 


Avery, J. The court was asked to instruct the jury, in substance, 
that in the most unfavorable aspect of the testimony for the defense the 
prisoner was not guilty of murder. In refusing this request we think 
there was error, which entitles the prisoner to a new trial. 

The Attorney-General contends that upon the admission that the kill- 
ing was done by the prisoner with a pocketknife, which was a deadly 
weapon,.the State having shown prima facie that the prisoner was 
guilty of murder, and shifted the burden of proof upon him, it was not 
the province of the judge, in any event, to tell the jury that they were 
not at liberty to find him guilty of murder, no matter what were the 
subsequent developments of the testimony, but that the jury should have 
been left with appropriate instructions, as to the law, to determine upon 
a consideration of the whole of the eviderice whether the killing -was 
done under such provocation as would mete: it to manslaughter or 
justify or excuse it. 

Collating from the testimony of the various witnesses, that most 
prejudicial to the prisoner, and putting the whole into a connected 
narrative, it would present about the following state of facts: The pris- 
oner was returning in a cart, with the witness C. J. Yount, from Sharon 
Church, when they overtook, at the cross-roads, the witnesses, George 
Douglass and Will Stewart, and after the four had been engaged in 
conversation three or four minutes the deceased, Jack Wilfong, 
came up on horseback in a fast gallop or rack, and passed to a (880) 
point about twenty-seven feet beyond the cart in which the 
prisoner and Yount were sitting, when he jumped: off his horse. De- 
ceased had “whooped” or yelled twice very loud as he approached them, 
and as he jumped from his horse he said either, “I’m a son of a bitch 
- and I’m loose” or, according to other witnesses, “You are a son of a 
bitch,” his horse having dodged as he came up, whereupon the prisoner, 
Miller, getting out of the cart and taking a position at the shaft, replied: 
“Don’t call me a son of a bitch,” or “You had better not call me a son 
of a bitch.” Wilfong then drew off his coat and came down to the 
wheel of the cart.. Douglass said to Miller as deceased was coming 
down, “He was talking to his horse.” CO. J. Yount, who was in the cart, 
said, “Jack, were you talking to your horse?” Wilfong said, “Yes.” 
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Miller again said, “You had better not call me a son of a bitch.” Miller | 
repeated this language several times. When this was said both were at 
the cart, Miller near the shaft and Wilfong at the wheel. Wilfong 
then said, “I can call you a damn liar; you made an attempt to draw 
a pistol on me.” Miller said he had no pistol. Wilfong said, “You 
have got one, or a razor. I saw it shining.” Miller said he did not. 
Wilfong said, “You are a damn liar if you say you have not.” Wilfong 
then went towards Miller, saying, “You are a God damn liar if you say 
you have no pistol or razor.” Wilfong advanced on the prisoner as he 
said this, and prisoner retreated, walking backward until the deceased 
overtook and knocked or pushed him down. As Miller was backing, the 
deceased was saying, “You are a damn liar, I did not call you a son 
of a bitch, but I can put it on you.” Miller, as he was backing, said in 
reply, “Jack, I am your friend,” or, according to another witnegg for 

the State, “Jack, you and I are good friends; we were in the 
(881) calaboose together.” Deceased said, “You are a damn liar, you 

have got a pistol, and I intend to whip you.” The witness Stew- 
art, who. walked off as Wilfong began to advance, testified that Miller’s 
hand was then open and that he had no knife in it then. According to 
the testimony of the third eye-witness of the encounter, who was ex- 
amined for the State, deceased said, on first approaching the cart, “I 
didn’t call you.a son of a bitch, but I can do it. I’m not like the man 
that can’t. You area son of a bitch,” and started toward Miller, saying, 
as stated by the other witnesses, “You have a pistol or a razor,” and 
that Miller said then, “I have not, but don’t crowd me. You and I have 
been good friends, but if you come on me you will not find me Hose 
Stewart or Ave Miller,” and was backing when he said it. 

The only one of the three witnesses present, who testified at all as to 
the matter, stated that as Miller backed he had his hands at his side. 
All the witnesses testified that deceased knocked or threw prisoner down 
and then the sound of licks was heard in rapid succession until the wit- 
ness Stewart pulled deceased off Miller, and found that he was cut and 
bleeding. The deceased struck the prisoner a number of blows with 
both hands, and both seemed to be striking at each other while on the 
ground. Deceased was carried to the house of Douglass near by. A 
witness then looked and saw Miller at the cart; he said he had no | 
pistol or razor, and the witness found in his vest pocket a small knife, 
and in the pocket of his pants a larger one. Miller said he was not hurt 
badly, but was wiping his face with his handkerchief. 

According to all of the witnesses, deceased was a very powerful man, 
larger than the prisoner, and when drinking was considered violent and 
dangerous. Both deceased: and prisoner had been drinking on that 
night. : | 
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It was in evidence that a physician examined prisoner after- (882) 
wards, on the next day, and saw no external bruises or injury =’ 
on his face. The deceased was slightly stabbed in the left cheek, and cut 
to the bone on the left side of the chin; his clothing cut and the skin 
grazed on the left shoulder; his index finger was cut as if by catching 
the knife and having it drawn through the hand; the fatal wound was 
on the right arm, the knife having been apparently drawn upward into 
the joint of the arm and then pulled diagonally across the arm; there 
were cuts in the back of the coat; there was a cut on the right sleeve; 
there were two little gashes on the right side of the forehead and two 
stabs in the nose; there were nine cuts on the body; Wilfong died from 
hemorrhage from the wound on the arm that night. 

Doctor Yount testified that Miller said it was his knife that Wilfong 
saw in the moonlight when they were at the cart. 

A witness, C. J. Dellinger, was telling prisoner some two weeks before 
the Homicide of a fight that Wilfong had had with some one, and said 
if Jack Wilfong ever attacked him he would defend himself. Prisoner 
said he had nothing against Wilfong, but if he or any other big man 
came on him he would knife him. | 

Four neighbors were engaged in friendly conversation when the de- | 
ceased came upon the ground in a gallop, his approach being heralded 
only by his hallooing twice. An insulting epithet is applied by him to 
his horse, and his language being evidently misinterpreted by the pris- 
oner, the demand for explanation leads almost immediately to insult 
and a threatening advance, ending in an assault. If the prisoner had 
stood his ground or met the deceased half way and the combat had been 
mutual from the beginning, there would have been no evidence 
of premeditation on the part of the prisoner. At most, itis a case (883) 
where “two men upon a sudden quarrel get into a fist fight, and 
one without notice draws a knife and stabs the other to the heart,” and, 
as was said in S. v. Curry, 46 N. C., 280, “It is manslaughter because, 
out of regard to the frailty of our human nature, the killing is supposed 
to be the effect of passion brought on by the high excitement of the 
fight.” 8. v. Massage, 65 N. C., 480. 

The prisoner went into the fight with no weapon but his pocketknife, 
with which he inflicted the fatal wound. So that there was no evidence 
of such preparation as tended to show a premeditated purpose to kill. 
‘Though a number of wounds were inflicted, the cutting was all done 
while the parties were engaged in the struggle, giving and receiving 
blows. If by any possibility the inference could be drawn that the 
prisoner began to cut with a pocketknife when the deceased was rush- 
ing upon the prisoner, threatening to whip him, and continued only till 
deceased was taken off his prostrate body, still it would be an unpre 
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meditated combat, in which one of the parties in the heat of passion, en- 
gendered by the contest, struck ‘the other a fatal blow with a weapon he 
would be supposed to carry always for other purposes. As there was no 
evidence of previous preparation for the fight on the one hand, there 
was on the other not a scintilla of testimony tending to show a persistent 
use of the weapon after the mutual struggle was over, and nothing in the 
manner of killing inconsistent with the idea that the wounds were all 
inflicted under the influence of blinding passion in the dark, when there 
was no means of knowing how severely a powerful adversary, who still 
held the prisoner down, had been punished. 
(884) “Whenever force is used upon the person of another, under 
circumstances amounting to an indictable offense, such force is a 
legal provocation.” SS. v. Cesar, 31 N. C., 391. Though such provo- 
cation is given, if it be shown that the accused previously procured a 
weapon for the express purpose of using it, if he should get into a fight 
with deceased at a particular time or place or on a certain contingency, 
and at the appointed time or place, or on the happening of the event 
mentioned, did slay deceased with the weapon, the offense would ordi- 
narily be murder. S. v. Hogue, 51 N. C., 881. And if upon engaging 
in a combat, where the parties are equally matched, both enter into it 
willingly, but one begins the fight with an unusual deadly weapon, such 
as a bowie-knife or pistol, and slays his adversary, the law demands 
some explanation of the use, in the inception of the affray, of such dis- 
proportionate force upon one who is using only his fists; but the fact 
that the deceased was a violent and dangerous man, and more powerful 
than the accused, would even in such a case repel the inference of malice. 
S. v. Floyd, 51 N. C., 392. In our case the weapon was not of such a 
character as to warrant the inference that 1t was prepared for the pur- 
pose and there was no express evidence to that effect. 

Though several wounds seem to have been inflicted with the knife, 
indicating that many cuts or thrusts were made, yet it appears from 
the testimony that the knife was not used after the deceased was pulled 
off the prostrate body of the prisoner, and that, under the circumstances, 
striking as he was in the dark at an adversary who had thrown or 
knocked him down and was holding him to the ground, there was no 
such evidence of the willful use of excessive force as to warrant the infer- 
ence that the killing was prompted by malice and not done in the heat of 
passion, aroused by the fight. .S. v. Ramsay, 50 N. C., 195. In 
Ramsay's case the deceased, who was drunk, persisted in catching hold 

of prisoner’s bridle rein and stopping his horse, when the prisoner 
(885) dismounted, knocked the deceased down with a gallon jug full 
of ace. and, when both arose from the ground, knocked 
deceased down a second time and struck him two severe blows in the 
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face with the jug after he was prostrate and apparently senseless upon 
the ground, mashing his nose and breaking his skull, and saying to him 
then, “Damn you, lie there.” Battle, J., for the Court, said: “The fall 
was well calculated to excite his (prisoner’s) passions still higher, and 
then to strike again and again with what he still held in his hands was 
the impulse of blind fury. There was no appearance of ‘coolness, 
deliberation or reflection’ in his conduct, and the exclamation which’ 
follows—Damn you, le there-—was the dictate and the evidence of 
a furor brevis, which had just so fatally expended itself. ; 
We do not think that the provocation was slight, nor was it great. It 
was sufficient to arouse passion even in an ordinarily well-balanced mind, 
and the killing, though done with an excess of violence, was not out of 
all proportion to the provocation.” In no phase presented by the evi- 
dence does it appear that the prisoner 1n our case continued to cut with 
his knife beyond the time when he was being assailed by a power- 
ful man, who still held him upon the ground, and he was not required, 
under the circumstances, to weigh with golden scales the amount of 
force used on an antagonist so situated. There being neither evidence 
of express malice, of preparation for the encounter (from which it © 
might have been argued), nor of deliberate cruelty and coolness in the 
manner of inflicting the wound, the offense was at most manslaughter. 
It is true that when the killing with a deadly weapon is proved and 
admitted, the burden is shifted upon the prisoner, and he must satisfy 
the jury, if he can-do so, from the whole of the testimony, as well that 
offered for the State as for the defense, that matter relied on to 
show mitigation or excuse is true. S. v. Vann, 82 N. C., 631; (886) 
S. v. Willis, 68 N. C., 26; 8S. vo. Brottaon, 89 N. C., 481. But 
when it appears to the judge that in no aspect of the testimony, and 
under no inference that can be fairly drawn from it, is the prisoner 
guilty of murder, it is his duty, certainly when requested to do so, to 
instruct the jury that they must not return a verdict for any higher 
offense than manslaughter, just as it would be his duty to instruct, in a 
proper case, that no sufficient evidence had been offered to either excuse 
or mitigate the slaying with a deadly weapon. Though the law may 
raise a presumption from a given state of facts, nothing more appearing, 
it is nevertheless the province of the court, when all of the facts are 
developed and known, to tell the jury whether in every aspect of the 
testimony the presumption is rebutted. &. v. Roten, 86 N. C., 701; 
Doggett v. R. R., 81 N. C., 459; Ballinger v. Cureton, 104 N. C., 474. 
There was testimony tending to show that the killing was justifiable 
on the ground of self-defense, and much of the charge was directed to 
the aspects of the evidence relied upon for that purpose. It is not neces- 
sary for us to go further than to say that there was error in refusing 
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the eighth prayer for instruction (to wit, that from all the evidence in 
the case, in no view of it can the prisoner be convicted of Tuner) and 
the prisoner is entitled to a 

NEw TRIAL. 


Cited: 8. v. Rollins, 113 N. C., 734; 8. v. Covington, 117 N. C., 863; 
S. v. Wilcox, 118 N. C., 1133; 8. in Rhyne, 194 N. C., 852; 8. v. Poster, 
130 N. C., 670; S. v. Quick, 150 N. C., 824; 8. v. Baldwin, 152 N. C., 
830; 8. v. "Pollind. 168 N. C., 120, 194: S. v. Kennedy, 169 N. C., 294; 
8S. v. Johnson, 172 N. C., 994. 


(887) | 
STATE v. J. A. PORTER. 


Criminal Law—Cruelty to Animals, ete—Shooting Pigeons for Sport. 


1. The shooting and killing or wounding of pigeons used as targets, for amuse- 
ment and sport, is indictable as a violation of section 2482 of The Code. 


2. The statute does not require the allegation or proof of torture or cruelty, 
except as involved in unnecessary suffering knowingly and willfully 
permitted. 


Inpictmrnt tried before H. B. Carter, judge of the Criminal Court 
of Buncomsg, at July Term, 1892. 

The defendant was indicted under section 2482 of The Code, found 
guilty, and fined by a justice of the peace, and on the trial of his appeal 
to the Criminal Court the jury found, as a special verdict, in substance, 
as follows: “That the defendant was a member of the ‘Asheville Gun 
Club,’ and, together with other members of said club, owned forty live 
- pigeons, which they had obtained and kept in confinement for the pur- 
pose of using them as targets; that at the time stated im the indictment 
the pigeons were placed in traps, singly, and released therefrom, and 
then and there shot as targets, for sport and amusement, by the defend- 
ant and other members of the club; that some of the pigeons were shot 
and killed outright by defendant, ighile some were wounded and then 
captured and immediately killed by persons employed for the purpose; | 
others, shot by defendant, escaped apparently unhurt, while others 
escaped apparently more or less wounded; that of those which escaped 
apparently unhurt, it was impossible to know whether all were unhurt, 
or not, or whether any were seriously injured, or not; that the wound- 
ing of said birds was not for the purpose of inflicting pain or 
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torture the same by wounding, but resulted from want of skill, (888) 
the purpose of defendant being then and there to kill the birds - 
outright; that the pigeons which were killed outright or wounded and 
then captured and killed were subsequently used as food by the defend- 
ant and others, and that said pigeons were useful fowls.” 

Upon this special verdict: the defendant was adjudged guilty and 
fined, and appealed. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
W. H. Malone for defendant. 


Burwett, J. The statute under which the defendant is indicted 1s 
very comprehensive in its terms. It forbids (The Code, sec. 2482) the 
willful wounding, injuring, torturing, or tormenting, and the needless" 
mutilation or killing of any useful beast, fowl, or animal, and declares 
(section 2487) that any person who shall do any act toward the further- 
ance of an act of cruelty to any animal shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, 
and that “the words ‘torture,’ ‘torment,’ and ‘cruelty’ shall be held to 
inelude every act of omission and neglect whereby unjustifiable physical 
pain, suffering, or death is caused or permitted, ” and then, as if to 
emphasize the prohibition by stating what 1s permitted, it enacts that 
‘nothing in this chapter shall be constrfied as prohibiting the lawful 
shooting of birds, deer, and other game for the purposes of human food.” 

As was said of a siailag statute, in Commonwealth v. Turner, 145 
Mass., 296, this act does not require-the allegation or proof of torture 
or cruelty, except as involved in unnecessary suffering, knowingly and. 
willfully permitted. 

By the special verdict it is found that the suffering and death, for the 
permission or infliction of which the defendant 1s indicted, were so 
inflicted “for amusement and sport.” Man’s desire for amuse- _ 
ment and sport is no justification for the infliction of suffering (889) 
or death upon any of the creatures protected by the statute now 
under consideration. It was enacted to protect the public morals, which 
the commission of cruel and barbarous acts tend to corrupt. Common- 
wealth v. Turner, supra. Since its enactment it has been unlawful in 
this State for man to gratify his angry passions or his love for amuse- 
ment and sport at the cost of wounds and death to any useful creature 
over which he has control. Knowing that men of intelligence and refine- 
ment often differ as to what constitutes cruelty in one’s treatment of 
dumb creatures, the Legislature has seen fit to define that word, and also 
the words “torture” and “torment,” and has thus made its intent very 
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Upon the facts established by the special verdict, we think the defend- 
ant was properly adjudged guilty. 
No ERROR. 


Cited: S.v. Neal, 120 N. C., 618, 619. 


STATE vy. JAMES WOLF. 


Criminal Law—Common Nuisance—Public Road. 


1. Where, in the trial of an indictment for creating a common nuisance by 
maintaining a slaughter-pen, there was no testimony showing that the 
community generally were annoyed or affected injuriously by the noxious 
odors complained of, the court properly declined to submit to the jury 
the question whether such an injury to the residents of the neighborhood 
as amounted to a public nuisance had been shown. 


2. The mere use of a way for twenty years by persons generally, for vehicles 
or traveling on foot, does not constitute it a public highway, nor in the 
absence of evidence of condemnation or actual dedication does the fact 
that the public have exerted control over it for any period less than 
twenty years tend to show that an easement has been acquired by user, 
which raises the presumption of a grant. 


8. To sustain an indictment for keeping a slaughter-pen producing offensive 
odors, constituting a public nuisance to all citizens passing along an ad- 
jacent public road, it is necessary to prove that the road upon which the 
citizens were annoyed was a public highway. 


4, Where, on the trial of an indictment for creating and maintaining a com- 
mon nuisance to persons “passing along a common road and public high- 
way,” there was no evidence tending to show that any person while pass- 
ing along the road was actually annoyed or that the public had acquired 
an easement in such road, the court erred in failing and refusing to. 
instruct the jury that the defendant was not guilty in any aspect of the. 
testimony. 


(890)  Iwpictmentr for creating a common nuisance, by causing un- 
wholesome odors at a slaughter- pen, tried at April Term, 1892, 
of Buncomsg, before Carter, J. 

The charge in the indictment concluded, “to the great damage and. 
common nuisance of all good citizens of ihe State, going, returning, 
and passing through and along the said common road and public high- 
way and being and residing near thereto.” 
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The defendant excepted to the charge of the court, for that the (892) 
court instructed the jury that if the defendant allowed his slaugh- 
ter-pen to be and remain in such condition that the stench arising there- 
from seriously annoyed the public traveling said highway, he would 
be guilty; that it was not necessary for the public to be actually present 
,on said highway, but that if such of the public as did travel said high- 
way were seriously annoyed and inconvenienced by said odors the de- 
fendant would be guilty... No question was made on the trial as to 
whether or not this was a public highway, nor did the court charge the 
jury whether or not it was a public highway according to the evidence, 
nor did it tell the jury what constituted a public highway, nor did the 
defendant request the court so to do, but the charge was based upon the 
idea that the road was a public highway. The defendant excepted, for 
that the court did not instruct the jury as to what constitutes a public 
road, and did not tell the jury that the evidence did not show this to be 
a public road. There was a verdict of guilty, and the defendant ap- 
pealed from the judgment rendered. 


Attorney-General and T,. A. Jones for the State. 
Charles A. Moore for defendant. 


Avery, J. There was no attempt to prove that any person (893) 
other than the witness Britt lived in the vicinity of the slaughter- 
pen or was subject to annoyance at his house by the offensive odors 
emanating from it. There was no testimony, therefore, tending to show 
that the community generally were affected injuriously by such noxious 
smells, and the court very properly declined to submit to the jury the 
question whether such an injury to the residents of the neighborhood 
had been shown as amounted to a public nuisance. S. v. Holman, 104 
N. C., 861. The question whether Britt has sustained any wrong as an 
individual, for which he can maintain a civil action, is one that can be 
tested without invoking’the aid of the criminal process of the State. 

The court, assuming that the road which ran within 380 yards of the 
pen was a public highway, told the jury that “if such of the public as 
did travel said highway were seriously annoyed and inconvenienced by 
said odors, the defendant would be guilty.” It seems that the attention 
of the solicitor was directed to the necessity of proving that the road 
had been devoted to public use, since testimony was offered tending to 
show that the location of it had not been actually changed at that point 
for more than twenty years, and that it had been worked as a public 
road for four or five years. When objection was made to the admissi- 
bilhty of the testimony that Britt was annoyed by the noxious smell at 
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his house, the court assigned as a reason for declaring the evidence com- 
petent that it tended to show the nuisance to persons passing on the 
highway. There is no such offense known to the criminal law as a 
public nuisance to persons passing along a private country road, created 
by disagreeable or noxious smells. 2 Bishop Cr. Law, sec. 1266 (1). It 
_——-was, therefore, of the essence of the charge that the annoyance , 
(894) should have been suffered by persons who were then using the 
road as a public highway. 1 Bishop, supra, sec. 531 (2), note 3. 
The mere use of a way for twenty years by persons generally for vehicles 
or traveling on foot does not constitute it a highway (Stewart v. Frink, 
94. N’. O., 487), nor, in the absence of evidence of condemnation or actual 
dedication, does proof that the public have exerted control over it for 
any period less than twenty years tend to show that an easement has 
been acquired by user, which raises the presumption of a grant. Ken- 
nedy v. Williams, 87 N. C., 6; Boyden v. Achenbach’, 79 N. C., 539; 
S. v. McDaniel, 53 N. C., 284 : S. v. Johnston, 61 N. C., 140; S. »v. 
Long, 94 N. C., 896. The aah or innocence of one shneoed witli a 
nuisance in obstructing a public road or creating an odor that is un- 
wholesome or disagreeable to those who travel along it, depends not 
upon the question whether all the inhabitants of the neighborhood are 
actually accustomed to travel over it, but whether they have a right to 
use it 1s a highway. 1 Bishop, supra, sec. 245; S. v. Smith, 100 N. C., 
550. If an indictment for obstructing the passage of a private cartway, 
or for creating odors offensive or noxious to those entitled to use it, 
would le at all, it would be essential to charge and to prove that it had 
been “established by law” for a particular person or persons as a means 
of ingress and egress to and from a certain place. S. v. Purefoy, 86 
N..C., 681. | 
It is not necessary to discuss the other question to which our attention 
has been directed and which gave rise to an exception in the course of 
the trial; yet, if it should be proved or admitted on another trial that 
the road was a public highway, it might be well to consider whether 
testimony tending to prove that the odor of the pen was offensive to 
persons at a distance of 270 yards from it should be submitted to 
(895) the jury without additional evidence to show that persons passing 
along a highway 110 yards further in the same direction were 
annoyed by it. 
_ There was an absence of evidence fone aie to show either that any 
one while passing along said road was actually annoyed, or that the 
public had acquired an easement in it; therefore the prosecution has 
failed to make good an essential charge in the indictment by proving 
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annoyance to persons passing along “a common road and public high- 
way,” and the court erred in failing and refusing to tell the jury that 
the defendant was not guilty in any aspect of the testimony. 

The verdict must be set aside. 

New TRIAL. 


Cited: S. v. Hason, 114 N. C., 796; S. v. Haynie, 169 N. C., 283. 


* 


STATE v. THOMAS WHITMIRE Et At. 


Practico—A ppeal—A fiirmation of Judgment for Lack of Assignment 
: of Error. 


Where, in an appeal, there is neither statement of case, assignment of error 
nor any error apparent in the record, the judgment below will be affirmed. 


The defendants were indicted for larceny and tried at Spring Term, 
1893, of Transynivanta, before Graves, J., and appealed from the 
judgment pronounced upon a verdict of guilty. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel contra. 


Prr Curtam. There is no statement of the case on appeal, (896) 
nor any assignment of error set out in the record, nor does any 
error appear in the record. The judgment must therefore be 
AFFIRMED. 


STATE vy. A. G. GLOVER. 


Jurisdiction—EH xtradited Criminal. 


1. Except in the case of a fugitive surrendered by a foreign government 
under treaty stipulations, when a person is within the jurisdiction of a 
court and there properly charged with crime, the court may hold him 
and try him, no matter how he was brought within such jurisdiction. 


+ 
2. Upon a fugitive’s surrender to the State demanding his return in pursuance 
of national law, he may be tried in the State to which he is returned for 
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any other offense than that specified in the requisition for his rendition, 
and in so trying him against his objection, no right, privilege or immunity 
secured to him by the Constitution and laws of the United States is 
thereby denied. 


Inpictment for embezzlement, heard before H. B. Carter, Judge of 
the criminal court of Buncomsgz, at January Term, 1893. 

From a judgment overruling the State’s demurrer to a plea to the 
jurisdiction the solicitor ape 


Attorney-General for the State. 
Cobb & Merrimon and W. W. Jones for defendant. 


Suerpuerp, C. J. The defendant was indicted in the criminal court 
of Buncombe County for the embezzlement of certain funds which came 
into his possession while he was acting as the agent or servant for the 
Asheville Kaolin Company. Upon his arraignment he pleaded, among 

other things, that the court had no jurisdiction of his person, 
(897) and the court upon demurrer sustained the said plea and ordered 

that the defendant be discharged from custody. From this 
judgment the State, through its solicitor, appealed to this Court. 

It is a general principle of law, as ‘laid down by the English and 
adopted by the American courts, that when one is within the jurisdic- 
tion of a court, and there properly charged with crime, the court may 
hold him and proceed to his trial without any reference to the cir- 
cumstances under which he was brought within such jurisdiction; and 
so firmly established is this principle that the Supreme Court of the 
United States has held that it would give no relief even where a person 
had been kidnapped in a foreign country and brought by force (without 
reference to any extradition treaty) within the jurisdiction of the ‘State 
whose laws he had violated. And it was remarked by the Court that 
“there are authorities of the highest respectability which hold that such 
forcible abduction is no sufficient reason why the party should not 
answer when brought within the jurisdiction of the court which has 
the right to try him for such offense, and presents no valid objection to 
his. trial in such court.” Kerr v. Illimois, 119 U. &., 486; Mahon v., 
Justice, 127 U. S., 700; S. v. Smith, 1 Bailes, S. C., 983, 

It is insisted, however, by the defendant that the principle above 
stated does not apply to his case, for the reason that he was surrendered 
by the State of Pennsylvania to answer a charge of obtaining money. 
from the said Asheville Kaolin Company under false pretense, and he 
urges that the charge cannot be varied and that he cannot be arrested 
or put upon trial for the embezzlement ofthe money of the said 
company, or indeed for any other offense until the particular 
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charge upon which he was extradited has been disposed of and (898) 
he has had reasonable time and opportunity to return to the 
State from whence he was taken. 

In support of this position we have been able to find but two cases 
in which the precise question now presented has been decided in this 
country. These are S. v. Hall, 40 Kansas, 338, and He parte McK might 
(Ohio), 28 N. E. R., 1084; and an examination of the opinions will 
disclose that they are founded upon a supposed analogy to the case 
of U. 8. v. Rauscher, 119 U. §., 407, in which it is decided that the 
principle contended for prevails in cases where fugitives from justice 
have been surrendered by foreign countries under the stipulations of 
extradition treaties. There are two other cases (In re Cannon, 47 Mich., 
481; Complin v. Wilder, 40 Ohio St., 180) in which a similar view was 
taken, but as they related to arrests in civil actions of persons who had 
been. extradited for criminal offenses, they cannot be considered in point. 
In response to these it may be said that “a controlling distinction to 
be noted is that a person against whom it is sought merely to establish 
or enforce a civil liability has personal rights which are violated by 
his being brought into the jurisdiction by fraud while an offender 
against the criminal laws of the State acquires no right by his flight 
or absence from the jurisdiction which the courts, in the administration 
of those laws, are bound to regard when he is again found within the 
jurisdiction.” Lascelle v. State of Georgia. 

In opposition to the foregoing cases there is a very great preponder- 
ance of judicial authority. Ham v. 8., 4 Tex. Cr. Appeals, 645; 8. v. 
Stewart, 60 Wis., 587; Post v. Cross, 185 N. Y., 336; Comrs. »v. 
Wright, Mass., 82; In re Nules, 52 Vt., 609; In re Noyes, 17 Albany 
L. J., 407. 

We are relieved, however, of the duty of passing upon the (899) 
merits of these conflicting views, as the question involves the 
construction of a provision of the Federal Constitution and the laws 
made in pursuance thereof, and a recent decision of the Supreme Court 
of the United States has authoritatively put an end to all controversy 
upon the subject. The decision referred to is Lascelle v. Georgia, supra, 
which was carried by writ of error to the Supreme Court of the United 
States and decided at its present term. The reasoning of the learned 
opinion of Lumpkin, J., of the Supreme Court of Georgia, is approved 
by the Court, and the distinction between the rights of a fugitive from 
justice under international and interstate extradition laws is clearly 
defined. A discussion of the question by this Court would amount to 
but a repetition of the reasoning contained in the opinions delivered in 
the above-mentioned case, and 1t is believed that the following extracts 
from the opinion of the Supreme Court of the United States will be 
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sufficient to indicate the principle upon which the jurisdiction of the 
courts of the demanding State in this and similar cases is sustained: 
“The case of the U. S. v. Rauscher, supra, has no application to the 
question under consideration, because it proceeded upon the ground of a 
right given impliedly by the terms of a treaty between the United States 
and Great Britain, as well as expressly by the acts of Congress in the 
case of a fugitive surrendered to the United States by a foreign nation. 
That treaty, which specified the offenses that were extraditable, and the 
statutes of the United States, passed to carry it and other like treaties 
into effect, constituted the supreme law of the land, and was construed 
to exempt the extradited fugitive from trial for any other offense than 
that mentioned in the demand for his surrender. There is nothing in 
the Constitution or statutes of the United States in reference to inter- 
state rendition of fugitives from justice which can be regarded 
(900) as-establishing any compact between the States of the Union, 
such as the Ashburton treaty contained, limiting their opera- 

tion to particular or designated offenses. On the contrary, the pro- 
visions of the organic and statutory law embrace crimes and offenses of 
every character and description punishable by the laws of the State 
where the forbidden acts are committed. It is questionable whether 
the States could constitutionally enter into any agreement or stipulation 
with each other for the purpose of defining or limiting the offense for 
which fugitives would or should be surrendered. But it is settled by 
the decisions of this Court that, except in the case of a fugitive sur- 
rendered by a foreign government, there is nothing in the Constitution, 
treaties or laws of the United States which exempts an offender, brought 
before the courts of a State for an offense against its laws, from trial 
and punishment, even though brought from another State by unlawful 
violence or by abuse of legal process. Kerr v. Illinois, 119 U. S.; 436; 
Mahon v. Justice, 127 U. S., 700; Cook v. Hart, 146 U. S., 183. 
. If a fugitive ee be idvapped or unlawfully abducted 
fon the State or country of refuge, and be thereafter tried in the State 
to which he is forcibly carried, without violating any right or im- 
munity secured to him by the Constitution and laws of the United 
States, it 1s diffeult to understand upon what sound principle can be 
_ rested the denial of a State’s authority or jurisdiction to try him for 
another or different offense than that for which he was surrendered. 
but aside from this 1t would be a useless and idle pro- 

cedure to require the State having custody of the alleged criminal to 
return him to the State by aie he was rendered up in order to go 
through the formality of again demanding his extradition for the new 
or additional offenses on which it is desired to prosecute him. The 
Constitution and the laws impose no such condition or require- 
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ment upon the State. Our conclusion is that upon a fugitive’s (901) 
surrender to the State demanding his return in pursuance of 
national law he may be tried in the State to which he is returned for 
any other offense than that specified in the requisition for his rendition, 
and that in so trying him against his objection, no right, privilege or 
immunity secured to him by the Constitution and laws of the United 
States 1s thereby denied.” 

The principles thus declared are applicable to this case, and the 
decision must be followed by the Court. Cooley Const. Lim., 18. It 
is but just to his Honor that we should state that when he made this 
ruling there was, as we have seen, much conflict of judicial opinion upon 
the question, and that the case of Lascelle had not then been decided. 

For the reasons given, the judgment must be - 

REVERSED. 


| (902) 
STATE v. DAVID EDWARDS. 


Manslaughter—Declarations of Prisoner, Admissibility of—Evidence— 
Instructions. 


1. The declarations of a prisoner made immediately after and not during the 
transaction constituting the offense with which he is charged are not 
admissible in evidence, except as corroborative of his evidence if be has 
availed himself of the privilege of testifying in his own behalf. 


2. On a trial for murder the defendant cannot complain of the exclusion of 
his declarations made after the struggle and shooting which resulted in 
the death of his antagonist, if, in a subsequent period of the trial, all of 
such declarations were admitted after the State had called out a part 
of them. 


8. On a trial for murder the solicitor was permitted to ask a female witness 
(for whose favor the deceased and the prisoner were rivals, and who was 
sitting in the lap of the deceased just before the fatal struggle,) whether 
the prisoner, when he came toward her and the deceased, appeared to 
be mad or in fun, the reply being that he seemed to be mad: Held, that 
such question being only a simpler form of an inquiry as to what the 
manner of defendant was when he approached ueceseed, was not im- 
properly admitted. , 


4, On a trial for fntindee it appeared that the prisoner, the deceased and 
others were together in a house; defendant went out and declared to a 
witness that he came near killing the deceased because he had cut him 
out of his (the prisoner’s) girl; on reéntering the house he saw the girl 
sitting on the lap of the deceased, and after lying for a while on a bed 
with a pistol in his hand he arose and approached the deceased and said 
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with an oath, “I am going to kill you”; deceased then pulled his pistol 
and asked for peace, and the girl having left his lap, he arose and im- 
mediately the struggle began between him and the prisoner; bystanders 
grabbed the pistols of the men, the deceased saying he was willing to 
give up his—defendant refusing to surrender his; the men were then 
released and began pushing each other; defendant’s foot went through the 
floor and his pistol was discharged; deceased then shot at but missed de- 
fendant, who thereupon fired again, fatally wounding the deceased, who 
again fired at but missed the defendant: Held, that the declarations of 
the defendant. when he went out of the house and all of his actions upon 
his return evinced a deadly purpose and the evidence showed no such 
change of purpose and effort by him to avoid a conflict, and no notice to 
deceased of such change after he had declared his purpose to kill the 
deceased, as would warrant the jury in finding that the killing was done 
in self-defense, and the court properly refused to instruct the jury that 
defendant was not guilty if his pistol went off by accident the first time 
and deceased began to shoot at him and defendant shot to save his own 
life or to escape great bodily harm. 


The defendant was indicted for the murder of DeWitt Lovin and 
tried before Bynum, J., and a jury, at Fall Term, 1892, of Swarn. 
On the trial, Louisa Justice, a witness for the State, after testifying 
that she saw defendant and prisoner at a neighbor’s house where they 
were “deviling and drawing their pistols on each other and saying 
(903) they were going to shoot one another,” said: “Next saw them at 
Holder’s; I went home; defendant and Lovin went with me; they 
would grab one another, deviling one another, and pull out their pistols; 
we told them to put them up and they did; defendant was laughing and 
going on with his devilment; defendant came.in the house and sat down 
on the bed; I began peeling potatoes; Edwards began peeling them and 
made like he was going to throw them at me; he took out his pistol; we 
told him to put it up; he laid it on the shelf; Lovin and me reached to 
push it further on the shelf; defendant saw us and reached and got it and 
put it in his pocket; we told them again to put up their pistols; Lovin 
broke his pistol and dropped the cartridges in my sister’s lap; defend- 
ant would not do it; don’t remember his language; he stuck his pistol 
in his pocket and my sister handed the cartridges back to Lovin; he 
said they had four apiece; Lovin put two of them in his pistol aaa put 
it in his pocket; after this, defendant got on his all fours and shot in the 
clothes press; he said he was shooting at a little diamond; he got up 
and came to the fireplace; got his hat and stuck his knife through it in 
the floor and told Lovin to step back and shoot at it; Lovin said he 
would not; my husband said he would have no more shooting, and 
picked up the knife and put it in his pocket, and he and my brother 
Billy took Edwards out of the door; I got supper and called them to 
come in; Edwards lay on the bed; Lovin was sitting before the fire and 
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my sister was sitting in his lap; we begged defendant to come to supper; 
he said he was sick and could not eat; Lovin would not eat either; de- 
fendant had his pistol in his hand when he came in the house and lay 
down on the bed with it in his hand, and came up before where Lovin 
was sitting with my sister in his lap and said, ‘Lovin, God damn you, 
I-am going to kill you’; Lovin said, ‘No, I reckon not, surely; 
let’s have no fuss at all’; Lovin went to raise up, my sister threw (904) 
his hands off so as to get out of his lap, and I grabbed her and 
threw her across the fireplace; by that time defendant said, ‘Damn you, 
Lovin, you have got to die’; Lovin was begging for peace; they rose up, 
were wound up together; when defendant told Lovin he had to die, he 
jerked his pistol out and dropped his hand by his side; my husband 
grabbed defendant’s pistol; brother Billy grabbed Lovin’s and begged 
them to give up their pistols; Lovin said he would give his up; de- 
fendant said he would not do it; Justice and Billy let loose the pistols 
and turned around and stepped back a step; defendant and Lovin began 
shoving each other again; defendant fell through the floor with his left 
foot and his pistol went off, ete.; then Lovin shot at him; defendant 
jerked his hand back and the ball went in the logs; then defendant shot 
Lovin in the stomach; Lovin started backwards and defendant shot 
again, ball passed over my shoulder; Lovin stepped back and shot at 
defendant again; defendant went to the bed, squatted down and pointed 
his pistol towards the door at my breast; Lovin went out of the door and 
fell flat on his back and said, ‘I am dead’; defendant told me to shut the 
door or he would kill the first man that came in the house; | shut the 
door; Lovin was shot Saturday night about 10 o’clock and died the fol- 
lowing Monday about 12:15; defendant called my sister his Georgia gal; 
I and my sister washed Lovin’ s clothes; they were bloody and black; 
three holes shot through his shirt; just as defendant’s left foot. weit 
through the floor he shot; defendant asked me after the shooting what L 
would swear; I told him i would swear the truth; he drew his pistol on 
me; my ushend 4old Wi neh todo that; he scone back and said, 
‘Brother, I ain’t going to hurt her.’” Upon cross-examination witness 
stated that “when Lovin got up from his chair he was near the. 
wall; Edwards walked around and when Lovin turned they were (905) 
near together and facing each other, when they clinched; as the 
defendant stepped through the floor his left hand went down, his right 
hand went up and his pistol fired; Lovin then fired immediately; after 
this I saw the defendant’s pistol fire—the hight right at Lovin’s stomach; 
he fired this shot just as he jerked his foot out of the floor; then ees 
fired his second shot; the shots were almost together—could hardly tell 
one from the other; Rewards said he had shot Lovin; while defendant 
was squatted down by the bed Lovin was snapping his pistol at him.” 
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Defendant’s counsel proposed to ask the witness what Lovin said to her 
about the shooting, and in reply to question by solicitor, witness stated 
that what defendant said to her was about a minute after he had shot 
Lovin and after Lovin had fallen out of the door and she had shut the 
door, having been told by the defendant -to shut it. Solicitor objected. 
Defendant insisted 1t was competent as a part of the res geste. The 
objection was sustained. (This declaration was subsequently admitted 
from another witness, the State having called for a part of them). 
“After Lovin shot he went backward a little and out of the door; de 
fendant was then behind the bed; after Lovin got out of the door I 
heard the pistol snapping; that is the time of conversation with the 
defendant, when I told defendant I would swear the truth; he said that 
was right.” The prisoner proposed to ask witness if a little after the 
shooting defendant did not say he wanted them to send for a physician, 
and that he had the money to pay for it. This was offered to rebut 
malice. Objection sustained. Proposition to ask witness if defendant 
did not tell her, after Lovin was shot and after he was out of the door 
and before defendant had seen Lovin, that the first shot was an accident. 
Objection sustained. ‘The witness then proceeded and stated that de- 

| fendant and Lovin both were pretty drunk; when defendant got 
(906) off of the bed he had his pistol by his side; it was a self-acting 

pistol; witness did not notice the lock. 

James Justice, introduced for the State, testified substantially the 
same as above, except that he said the defendant and Lovin were at his 
house when he got home, and that defendant lay down on the bed and 
it broke through with him, and he asked Lovin to help him fix it up, 
which he did; they sat and talked a while; Lovin went and sat down 
near the fire and pulled Theresa (witness’ wife’s sister) down in his 
lap. She tried to get. loose. Defendant was then still on the bed. He 
sat there a minute; got up, whispered to Billy Garrett (witness’ wife’s 
brother) and they went out the door. “In five or ten minutes I went 
out to where they (defendant and Billy) were sitting. Heard defend- 
ant bring out an oath. Said ‘I came damn near killing DeWitt in 
there a while ago.’ Don’t know whether I asked him why or not, but 
he said, ‘I told him today as we were coming along that if he cut me 
out of my Georgia gal I would kill him, and you see how he is doing, 
don’t you? I told him not to do it, as it would make him feel awful 
to kill a man. He said he knew the feeling, had shot a man in the 
eleventh rib, and supposed he was in hell; that he had killed another 
man and killed his wife. He asked me and Billy to go in the house 
and arrest Lovin and have some fun. We told him no. My wife asked 
us in to supper. Defendant said he liked Theresa mighty well and 
Lovin was cutting him out. Theresa was sitting in Lovin’s lap before 


588 


N.C] FEBRUARY TERM, 1893 | 
STATE ©. EDWARDS 


defendant went out and was sitting in his lap when defendant came 
back in the house. Before this, she had been sitting on the bed talking 
to defendant a minute or two and then left him. When we went in 
the house defendant went to the bed and lay down. When defendant 
told Lovin he had to die he drew his pistol by his side and stepped a 
step or two, laid his hand on defendant and said ‘let’s have peace 

and none of this. Ed, I will give up my pistol if you will, (907) 
and we will pass it off as fun.’ I went and took hold of Edwards’ 

pistol and he said no, he’d be God damn if I got it. Billy caught hold 
of Lovin as I took hold of Edwards. I then turned defendant loose, 
stepped a step from them and turned my head. Heard a fuss, turned | 
my head and saw defendant’s pistol in his hand go off. Light of it went 
over Lovin’s shoulder. Lovin dodged his head and jabbed his pistol in 
defendant’s breast. Defendant knocked it off and it shot in the side of 
the house. Then defendant presented his pistol at Lovin’s breast; 
Lovin knocked it down and it shot him in the stomach. Lovin stepped 
back towards the door two or three steps and shot at defendant again. 
Defendant shot again and it went over my wife’s head to right of the 
door. Lovin stepped outdoors and fell. Defendant squatted by side of 
the bed, presented his pistol. Lovin fell; said he was dead. I stepped 
to him, asked him where he was shot, and he pulled up his shirt and 
showed me. It was about one and a half inches above the navel and to 
left side. It was not over a minute after I turned Edwards’ pistol loose 
until first shot fired. Billy Garrett is eighteen; Theresa Garrett sixteen 
years old. After the shooting, defendant tried to get us to save him. 
Told him I would swear the truth. Upon cross-examination witness 
stated that Edwards tried to get us to swear Lovin fired the first shot. 
Defendant said the first shot was an accident, that he did not intend to 
shoot at Lovin; said he shot Lovin in self-defense; said he had fifty 
dollars, to send for doctor. Seemed to regret 1t very much after the 
shooting. Defendant got off the bed and came to Lovin and they got 
in the seuffle. I thought we had talked them out of it, and turned 
around; heard a noise; defendant had his pistol right in Lovin’s 

face; it fired.” Rest of this witness’ testimony substantially (908) 
same as his wife’s. 

Theresa Garrett, witness for State, testified substantially the same 
as her sister, Louisa Justice, except that on cross-examination she said 
“Lovin and defendant had a quart bottle nearly full of liquor when they 
game to my sister’s, and it was all drunk up when the shooting took 
place.” | 

On her redirect examination the solicitor proposed to ask her if the 
last time Edwards came up to Lovin, when witness was sitting in Lovin’s 
lap, Edwards appeared to be mad or appeared to be in fun. Objection; 
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overruled; exception. Witness answered that he appeared to be mad. 
Witness was further allowed to testify, under the objection of the de- 
fendant, on the redirect examination, as follows: “Right smart little 
after the shooting the defendant kissed his pistol on the side and said 
it was his pet, and that it was the third man he had shot; that he had 
killed his wife and two children.” Being again cross-examined she said 
that Justice and his wite and Billy Garrett were present at this conver- 
sation. | 

Billy Garrett, witness for the State, testified substantially to the same 
facts as Louisa and James Justice except that when defendant shot 
_ Lovin he aimed at his breast, and Lovin knocked it down and it hit 
him in the stomach; defendant said afterwards he aimed to hit him 
about the left suspender buckle. And further, on cross-examination, 
when Justice and the witness turned him loose they did not agree to 
stop; they did not say they would or they would not; witness thought it 
was stopped. And further testified on cross-examination: “Right smart 
while after the shooting, the defendant said he would give fifty dollars 
for a doctor; ‘poor fellow, I hate it; I shot him in self-defense.’ ” 7 

Defendant’s counsel asked the court in writing to instruct the jury as 
follows: “That if the jury shall find from the testimony that the 

prisoner and the deceased had stopped the first difficulty, and 
(909) that after the witnesses, James Justice and William Garrett, 

turned around to go to their supper, and one minute or one and 
a half minutes later the prisoner’s foot fell through the floor and his 
pistol went off by accident, and that the deceased then began to shoot at 
the prisoner, and the prisoner shot to save his life or great bodily harm, 
that the prisoner would not be guilty.” 

This instruction was refused by the court, except as it 1s contained in 
the charge as given. (The charge of the court is not material to an 
understanding of the opinion. ) 

There was a verdict of not guilty of murder, but guilty of the feloni- 
ous slaying of DeWitt oem and the prisoner appealed from the judg- 
ment rendered. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
W. H. Malone and J. W. Cooper for defendant. 


MacRaz, J. The first exception was to the refusal of his Honor to 
permit the declarations of the prisoner, made after the deceased had 
been shot and had gone out of the house and the door was shut, to be 
given in evidence. Unless the declarations form a part of the trans-— 
action, they are not receivable in evidence. What the prisoner might 
have said during the struggle, or while giving the blow or firing the 
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pistol, is competent to be considered as explanatory of the act; but it is 
too late after the fact has been accomplished to make the explanation. 
S.v. Tally, 25 N. C., 424; S. v. Hildreth, 31 N. C., 440; 8. v. Brandon, 
53 N. C., 463. | 

It is true that such declarations are now competent by way of cor- 
roboration of the prisoner’s evidence if he has availed himself of the 
right to testify as a witness in his own behalf, but in any other view 
the law is unchanged. It seems in this case that, the State hav- 
ing at a later period of the trial offered some of the declarations (910) 
of the prisoner, as a matter of course all of them made at the 
same time were given in evidence. The prisoner, then, has had the full 
benefit of the evidence which was at first excluded, but afterwards | 
admitted. This will apply also to the second exception, for refusal of 
his Honor to permit the State’s witness, Louisa Justice, to be asked, 
upon the cross-examination, “If, a little after the shooting, defendant did 
not say he wanted them to send for a physician, and he had the money 
to pay for it,” by which counsel proposed to rebut a presumption of 
malice arising from the killing with a deadly weapon. But we do not 
mean to intimate that such declarations, made after the act, would have 
been competent for the purpose indicated. 

The solicitor was permitted to ask the witness, Theresa Garrett, if 
the last time Edwards came up to Lovin, when witness was sitting in 
Lovin’s lap, Edwards appeared to be mad or appeared to be in fun, the 
reply to which question was that he appeared to be mad. We can see no 
merit in this exception. If the question had been, What was the man- 
ner of the prisoner when he approached deceased? there would probably 
have been no objection. We presume that the question was put in a 
simpler form to reach the comprehension of the witness. 

There was also an objection to the testimony of this witness as to the 
remark of the prisoner, “Right smart little after the shooting,” which 
probably means a ‘short time thereafter; that he kissed his pistol and 
said it was his pet, and it was the third man he had shot, and that He 
had killed his wife and two children. But no exception was taken to 
the admission of this testimony. 

The prayer for special instructions offered by the prisoner’s (911) 

counsel was neither warranted by the testimony nor by the law. 
We can conceive of no view of this case, in the light of the evidence, in 
which the homicide would have been excusable. Taking all the testi- 
‘mony, the prisoner was the aggressor and the deceased gave no provoca- 
tion, but rather sought to avoid the conflict. 

While the prisoner and deceased had been rough in their actions 
toward each other, both of them unhappily being under the influence of 
spirituous liquors, there 1s no evidence of any bad blood between them 
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until the prisoner seemed to take offense at the familiarity of deceased 
with the young woman. The declarations of the prisoner to William | 
Garrett when they went out together, and all of his acts upon his return 
into the house, up to the moment of the final catastrophe, went far to 
evince a deadly purpose. The acts of the deceased showed a disposition 
from the first to avoid any difficulty. We think his Honor exercised all 
the humanity of the law when he presented the case to the jury in such 
a light as to enable them to reduce the grade of the crime from murder 
to manslaughter. 

The careless or reckless handling of the el by the prisoner, if, 
under the circumstances detailed, it had gone off by accident and killed 
deceased, would have taken away all excuse, and if it had not shown “a 
heart so fatally bent on mischief” as to supply malice, was at any event 
such gross carelessness as to have made the killing felonious, though 
wanting in express malice. 

Under the circumstances as detailed by the witnesses, there was no 
retreating, no évident change of purpose and effort to avoid a conflict, 
and notice to deceased of such change after the prisoner had approached 

deceased and expressed his intention to kill him, as would enable 
(912) the jury in any view of the case to have reached the conclusion 
that the killing was done in self-defense. 

There were no exceptions to the charge as given, as there could not 
have been on the part of the prisoner with the least show of merit. - 

We conclude, upon examination of the record and the case, that there 
is no ground for the motion in arrest of judgment, nothing having been 
suggested to us to that effect, and that perhaps it is fortunate for the 
prisoner that this Court finds no error of which he can complain, and 
that he is not to be put on his trial again. 

No ERROR. 


Cited: S. v. Medlin, 126 N. C., 11383; Britt v. RR. 148 N. C., 41; 
Barnes v. R. R., 178 N. C., 269. 
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PORTRAIT OF CHIEF JUSTICE PEARSON 


PRESENTED TO THE SUPREME CouRT ON WEDNESDAY, 15 Marcu, 1893 


Attorney-General Osborne, addressing the Court, said: 

May it please your Honors: Complying with a request that I could not 
refuse, feeling grateful for a selection which is; indeed, an honor to me, at the 
' game time distrustful of my ability to perform the delicate task in a befitting 
manner, I am before you today in behalf of his family to present the portrait 
of Chief Justice Pearson to this Court. | 

His life is a part of the history of our State, known and read of all men. 
Nothing that could now be said could add to his fame as a lawyer, his reputa- 
tion as a man and a patriot. Not intending, therefore, to utter anything 
original, nor to unfold any novelties concerning him, there are still some 
things which I wish to say, as the representative of his students, who loved 
him, and to whom that fame and reputation are and always shall be dear. 
That he was great and held high honors amongst his people as a fitting reward 
of that greatness is admitted by all; but that he was a kind father, a tender 
husband, a faithful friend, the possessor of quiet virtues, hidden from the gaze 
of the world, those alone know who knew him as we knew him; and thus 
knowing him, of course, I could speak only words of gratitude and praise con- 
cerning him—no undeserved praise, however, for I could do no greater wrong 
to his memory and to his living friends, nor more poorly represent the dead 
than to exaggerate his virtues or conceal his faults. It is said that when Oliver 
Cromwell sat for his portrait, and the artist proposed to omit the wart from 
his face, he replied: ‘Paint me as I am; let posterity see me as I was, and 
not as thou wouldst have me to be.” That was a grand reply. If Chief Jus- 
tice PEARSON were beside me today, he would command me to paint him as he 
was, and if not that, as he seemed to be, for no man ever lived on this earth 
that was nearer exactly just what he seemed than was the Chief Justice. He 
loved the truth for its own sake; it was to him the one thing beautiful; he 
despised all ornamentation and gloss, but show him a genuine emotion or a 
true thought, he worshipped it. Place him in contact with a true man, recog- 
nizing a kindred spirit, he loved him. He would not deceive others; analyzing 
his own motives, he could not deceive himself. He builded his life on this 
principle, for he knew that the love of truth was the ‘oak around which all 
other virtues cling; that without it they fall and wither, and die in weeds 
and dust.” | | 

This plain and simple man, thus discarding the false and clinging to the 
genuine, carried his principles so far into social life that he neglected all con-# 
yentionalities, discarded all mannerism, and sometimes seemed to be even 
blunt and rude to his friends, but beneath that rough exterior, that seeming 
bluntness and rudeness, there beat a heart warm, tender and generous, keenly 
alive to all human suffering, responsive to every lofty thought and manly 
desire. Rather than pretend to virtues which he did not possess, he concealed 
those that were his own, and left his faults bare and open to the gaze of all; 
thus he was generous, and the world knew it not, for he was one of those who 
did his alms in secret. He was not prodigal of his substance, for all that he 
had, he had earned in the sweat of his face. He had learned the value of 
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mcney in a hard school. That school was poverty-—not the “chill penury 
which represses noble rage and freezes the genial currents of the soul,” but — 
the poverty which is the strongest incentive to tireless exertion—that poverty . 
which has really been the foundation of the careers of a Clay, of a Webster, 
of an Andrew Jackson, and nearly all the great ones of this republic. Judge 
PEARSON was poor like these, and having like them determined to succeed by 
his own exertions, he did succeed. Assisted in early life by the generosity of 
a distinguished brother, he could not forget the kindness, and he showed his 
appreciation of it by assisting all others who struggled as he had struggled. 
He willingly helped any one who was thus battling with adverse fortune to 
begin an hcenorable career. He never turned a student from his door for lack 
of means. He invited all such to come to him. He trusted to their honor and. 
ability to pay him in the future; if that failed, he quietly endured the loss. 
This was his habitual charity, but he gave to others of his accumulated for- 
tune. Pursuing such a course as this, he won the heart of every young man 
with whom he was thrown’ in ccntact, and as much by these unselfish acts as 
by the teachings of a powerful intellect he gained through his students such 
an influence as has never been exercised before or since by any judge over the 
bench and bar of this State. For, year by year, for over forty years, there 
went forth from his home at Mocksville, and afterwards from the quiet 
shades of Richmond Hill, a small body of men, thoroughly instructed in the 
law by the finest teacher in State, prepared to take their rank in the front 
ranks of the profession which for a long time has controlled its destinies— 
some to fill the position of Governor, others to sit upon the Superior Court 
bench, and, in the person of one of your Honors, to adorn the Supreme Court. 
And when Judge Prarson’s hour of'trial came, as come it must to every man 
of prominent position and positive convictions in stirring times, these men, 
well knowing the purity of his character, his great ability, and having an 
abiding faith in his love for his native State, which with him was a passion, 
rallied as one man to sustain and defend him. His life up to that time had 
been singularly suecessful, not only in attaining high position, but also in 
inspiring confidence in his fellow-men. 

Born in 1805, in the town of Mocksville; graduating at Chapel Hill at the 
age of 18 with the highest honors of his class; receiving his license at 21; 
elected to the Legislature for four successive years; placed upon the Superior 
Court bench at 81; promoted to the Supreme Court at 41; elected by his asso- 
ciates Chief Justice at 53, and holding that position until 1868, when, as the 
nominee of both political parties, he was again reélected—surely, in the pres- 
ence of such a record, I am justified in saying that no man in our State ever 
held higher positions in quicker succession, nor more largely inspired the com 
fidence of his fellow-men. | 

Far be it from me to refer to thcse days for the purpose of stirring up the 
ashes of old political fire. For cver fourteen years the dust has lain upon his. 
eoftin. I believe that all political animecsity lies buried beneath that dust. In 
the grave should all passicns and prejudice born of conflict lie buried. ‘‘Jus- 
tice should hold the scales in which the acts of the dead are weighed,” but the 
time has come when we can pass upcn the motives which inspired the great 
Chief Justice in his decisicn of the famous habeas corpus case. Here, before 
your Henors, in this the highest Court of the State, where you daily mete out 
justice to the living, I claim this measure of justice for the dead, that the 
judgment rendered in our political haste should be reversed, and that. here- 
after men in passing upcn the motives which inspired Judge PEARSON, in 
Ex parte Moore (63 N. C., 397), shall find that they are the same which guided 
him in a long line of able decisicns universally acquiesced in by the profes- 


594 


APPENDIX 


sion—love of justice and of truth. Judge Pearson himself cared not for diz- 
ference of opinion as to the law, but that those whom he respected should for 
one moment doubt the sincerity of his convictions, or question the disinter- 
estedness of his conduct, was, indeed, to his proud and sensitive heart, a deep 
and serious wound. How he bore that wound, how he endeavored to parry the 
thrusts and stabs of his political foes, have been described by those who knew 
him in those days better than I, and were far abler to describe them. One 
friend has said that he complained bitterly of the injustice done him; another, 
that he suffered as the martyr suffers, crying aloud when.pain was past endur- 
ance. As for me, I saw none of this, though g@ knew him but a short time after 
the exciting scenes to which I refer. There was no murmur then. He was 
as silent then as his portrait is silent now. He presented to my mind the 
aspect of some moral hero who, conscious of:the rectitude of his own inten- 
tions, had elevated himself to a position of independence upon that conscious- 
ness, locked down upon his detractors, and, expecting no justice from his con- 
tempcoraries, placed his vindication upon his exposition of the law, and confi- 
dently expected a complete triumph in the judgment of posterity. Surely that 
appeal will not be in vain, for none dare willingly to appear before that bar 
who have not done, written cr said something worthy to be remembered. The 
forgotten are not there, the base fear to come. Judge PEARSON, fired by an 
honorable ambition that burnt as fiercely in his heart as it ever burned in the 
heart of a Cesar or Napoleon, wrote to conquer distant thought. He wrote 
his decisions, not for his own day, “nor for an age, but for all time’; and 
when the recollection of the Kirk war shall have passed away, when perse- 
cutors and persecuted are alike fcrgotten, men, in reading that splendid biog- 
raphy written by his own hand in the pages of our Supreme Court, will gladly 
admit that he was a great judge and upright man. As was said of another, 
“For, high above all his marvelous intellectual gifts, beyond all the positions 
that he held, the ermine that he wore, rises his integrity like some grand old 
mountain peak—there it stands, firm as the earth beneath, and pure as the 
stars above.” 

North Carolina has, indeed, produced great statesmen, like her Badger, 
orators like her Miller, but their fame is unsubstantial and traditional, in 
that they -have left behind them but little written record of their greatness. 
They entrusted their best thought to the evanescent spoken word. She must 
depend fcr her intellectual eminence upon her great jurists, her RuUFFINS and 
her PrarRsons, and these two--the one, by common consent, her great ex- 
pounder of equity, the cther the grandest common-law lawyer of the land— 
have sustained her prominence not only among her sister States, but carried 
it across the sea and firmly fixed it in the birthplace of English law. It is 
impossible to think of either one of these great judges without thinking of his 
great rival. The difference between their intellects has been best described 
by Justice READE: “If RurrIn had more scope, PEARSON had more point; if 
RuFFIN had more learning, PEARSon had more accuracy; if RUFFIN was 
larger, PEARSON was finer; both were great.” 

Permit me to add one more word to this distinction:- PEARSON was more 
original; and it was well for this State that he did possess originality, for the 
lines of his life fell in the days when a great revolution swept over this coun- 
try, sweeping away all ancient landmarks. New principles were established 
upon the field of battle, an old Constitution was abolished, a new one erected 
upon its ruins. Reconstruction laws were passed, statutes enacted in pursu- 
ance thereof. It became his duty to expound and apply all these new laws. 
He could not depend upon precedent, for there was no precedent to guide him 
in this darkness. He had to blaze a new road through an unbroken forest, 
where the foctstep of a man had never trod. Such an exigency required more 
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than a mere case lawyer, than an index to decisions, a follower of the opinions 
of others. The times demanded a lawyer profound and original, and such a 
man was Pearson. He knew all the great authorities that set in motion and 
directed the currents of legal thought. In the words of another, “He traced 
these currents back to their fountain-head to ascertain the reason of the law, 
and ran them forward to their logical conclusion, making them by their expan- 
siveness and flexibility to cover and protect every possible phase and condition 
of human affairs.” - : | | 

Not only did he display his originality, driven by the necessity of the times, 
but he did it from his own habit: of thought. He did not walk in the same 
intellectual ways as other men. He could not bend his mind in humble 
idolatry to the past, and so he reversed time-honored decisions, more so than 
any judge of our State. As has been well said, it is a marvelous testimony to 
the strength of his intellect that the greatest lawyers acknowledged the wis- 
dom of his judicial departures. . 

.The distinguishing feature of his style was its clearness. There was no 
obscurity about his ideas, and consequently none in their expression, After he 
had once sent forth his opinion to the world, there was no mistaking its mean- 
ing. Explanation was useless, modification was impossible, for if you modified 
it, you reversed it. If he was wrong, there was no escape from his error, 
except by positive, unequivocal retraction. No flowers adorned the river of 
his thought. In a strong, clear current it surmounted every obstacle and 
rushed to a conclusion. Indeed, his writings abound with a wealth of homely 
illustrations that can scarcely be called ornamental, but, in the language of a 
great preacher of the present day, they served his purpose, for they iius- 
trated. I do not say he always wrote well, nor in a manner worthy of him- 
self, but he has written some things that we cannot permit to die—that will 
live as Iong as the English language lives and is used to convey legal thought. 

If time does not fail me, one more word I wish to add concerning that 
intuitive perception with which he looked through a vast mass of irrelevant 
matter, long files of pleading, to the point in the case, more quickly even than 
those who had made the matter a subject of intense study; of his method of 
expounding the law to his students; how his cbject seemed to be to teach the 
pupil to think fer himself, and not to overload his memory. In so expounding 
the law he did not seem to be producing, but, as was said of another, to be 
remembering, to be recalling from the vast storehouse of his admirably con- 
structed and capacious memory, thoughts that had lain there in their proper 
receptacle for years, ready to be used as occasion demanded. Thus we did 
not see “his opinion in the making, but it came forth all cut and nicely shapen 
and fitted for its proper position, as the pillars of that temple where the sound 
of the saw and the hammer was not heard.” 

This is, indeed, but a feeble picture of the mental attributes of this great 
judge, but the portrait I present correctly represents his face and bust. You 
can see his clear, dark complexion, his brown hair, his small, symmetrically 
shaped head, his prominent brow and slightly Roman nose, delicately cut. It 
fails only where all portraits must fail—no limner can make the human eye 
speak from the canvas. Who can paint that window through which the soul 
looks out to its fellows? The crystal and its color are there, but gone forever 
is the light behind. And his eve distinguished him amongst his contempora- 
ries as did the eyes of John Marshall and Aaron Burr as they looked at each 
other across the bar in the famous trial for treason in Richmond. Indeed, it 
was beautiful. It sparkled as the star, and in every ray there shone the light 
of a splendid intellect. 

It is said that at the banquets of the Athenians and Romans it-was their 
eustom to bring forth the images of their illustrious dead and to place them 
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beside the living at the festal board, in order that the virtues of the past 
should be remembered and posterity inspired to imitate them by this continual 
presence of the dead. It may be in obedience to such a custom that these por- 
traits now adorn these walls. I know not. But this I have read, that ‘“for- 
tunate is the State which is great enough to recognize its great,” both living 
and dead. ‘For what would this world be without its memories and its 
graves? ‘Tis the voiceless only that speak forever.” 

Judge Prarson was great, and his State recognizes his greatness. It is,. 
therefore, fitting that his portrait should hang upon these walls, surrounded 
by his illustrious predecessors and associates, and look down upon your 
Honors, his successors, silently admonishing you of the brevity of human life, 
and inspiring you with the durability of human fame. 


Chief Justice Shepherd, responding for the Court, said: 

We accept with much gratification the portrait of the great Chief Justice 
who for so many years presided over this Court. His profound knowledge of 
the law, and most remarkable clearness of expression, as well as other rare 
qualities as a judge, are so universally recognized by the profession that they 
require no extended comment from us on the present interesting occasion. 
Fifteen years ago the members of this bar assembled for the purpose of doing 
honor to the illustrious dead, and their resolutions and eulogistic addresses 
have been inccrporated into the records of the Court. These tributes of 
respect, together with his learned and luminous opinions, form even a more 
enduring testimonial of his greatness than the imposing structure which his 
devoted students have created to his memory. ° 

Time, which, in its steady and unrelenting progress, obscures the brilliancy 
of so many reputations, only serves as a background to bring into increasing 
prominence this distinguished figure in the judicial history of North Carolina. 

The memory of departed greatness may be revived by an occasional view of 
some monumental pile which affection has reared over the last resting place 
of all that is mortal, but to few has been vouchsafed the inestimable privilege 
of perpetuating their memory by works which do live after them. Chief Jus- 
tice PEARSON lives in his opinions. Through them we still feel the power of his 
great intellect, and the influence of his deep and accurate learning. They 
continue to shed their light upon our jurisprudence, and are pointed to with 
pride by the people of our State. These, as well as the great example he has 
set of wholly devoting himself to the duties of his high pcsition, will long pre- 
serve his memory in the minds and hearts of his professional brethren. 

It is ordered that his portrait be placed in a suitable position on the walls 
of this chamber, by the side of the other great judges with whom he was so 
long associated in the labors of this Court. 
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ABANDONMENT—OF CONTRACT. 


The acts or conduct relied upon as evidence of the abandonment of a con- 
tract must be positive, unequivocal and inconsistent with the contract. 
Taylor v. Taylor, 27. 


ACTION. 


For damages, 293, 709, 720, 743, 747, 759, 769. 
For money had and received, 127. 

For penalty, 111. 

On note, 754. 

To redeem mortgage, 842. 


ACTION ON NOTE UNDER SEAL, 


1. Where a note under seal was executed by a father and delivered to his 
daughter, or to another for her, and in an accompanying and contem- 
poraneous paper the fact appeared that the payee was his daughter 
and that the note was intended to be paid out of his estate after his 
death, in addition to her distributive share: Held, such fact was not 
sufficient to rebut the consideration imported by the seal, and, 
although the bond was voluntary and intended as a gift, the seal 
imported a consideration and rendered it enforceable. Ducker v. 
Whitson, 44. 


2. A deceased father had executed and left with his attorney a sealed 
note, payable to his daughter, with a contemporaneous writing, stating 
that the notés were to be paid out of his estate, and not to be reckoned 
as advancements; the administrator defendant alleging lack of con- 
sideration, undue influence, mental incapacity, and nondelivery, and 
that the note and contemporaneous writing constituted an executory 
contract, not binding on deceased, in favor of a distributee: Held, 
that issues as to mental capacity, undue influence and delivery were 
insufficient. Jd. . 


3. The attorney having testified as to the execution of the note and the 
accompanying paper, it was proper, on the question of delivery, to 
ask him what deceased told him to do with the note, whether to hold 
it, subject to his order, or deliver it to the payee. JD. 


ACTION TO RECOVER DISTRIBUTIVE SHARE. 


An administrator who, through mistake, paid a distributive share of an 
estate to one net entitled thereto, and took a refunding agreement in 
case any claim should come against the estate, is alone entitled to 
bring an action for the recovery of such sum. Norwood v. O'Neal, 
127. 


ACTION BY PRINCIPAL OR AGENT. 


An action may be brought either by the principal or agent on a contract 
not under seal, made by the agent in his own name for an undisclosed - 
principal, but if the principal sue in his name, the defendant will be 
entitled to be placed: in the same position as if the agent had been 
acting for himself. Barham v. Bell, 181. 
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ACTION AGAINST PARTNERS. 


An action may be brought by a creditor of a partnership against any one, 
or several, or all of the members. although the assets may be in the 
hands of a receiver and insufficient to pay the debts of the partner- 
ship. Hanstein v. Johnson, 258. 


ACTION AGAINST A PARTNERSHIP. 


In an action against a partnership for the proceeds of goods sold on con- 
signment, a statement of account rendered by one of the partners long 
after the dissolution of the copartnership, showing the indebtedness of 
the firm, not to plaintiff, but to a third party, between whom and 
plaintiff no privity is shown, is not admissible as evidence, either to 
bind the defendants or to contradict a deposition of one of the part- 
ners. Detrick v. McLean, 840. 


ACTION FOR SLANDER. 


An action by a husband for slander of his wife, the wife not being a party, 
will be dismissed where the complaint alleges no special damage to 
the husband. Harper v. Pinkston, 293. 


ACTION TO SET ASIDE DEED, 412. 


Where a husband purchased land with his wife’s separate estate, taking 
deed to himself with her consent and agreeing to convey to her at 
her request, and did so convey to her just before making a general 
assignment for benefit of creditors: Held, that in an action by credit- 
ors to set aside the deed it was immaterial to inquire as to whether 
the intent of the husband in making the deed to his wife w as to hin- 
der and delay his creditors. Brisco v. Norris, 671. 


ACTION TO ENFORCE SUBCONTRACTOR’S LIEN. 


1. Where, in an action against the owner of a building and the contractor 
by a subcontractor to enforce his lien, the contractor admits his lia- 
bility to plaintiff, and the owner of the building does not resist the 
judgment adjudicating the lien and ordering its enforcement, the 
defendant contractor has no right to object to the judgment because 
the satisfaction of the debt which he admits he owes to the subcon- 
tractor is imposed upon his codefendant, the owner of the building. 
Lumber Co. v. Sanford, 655. 


2. The fact that a subcontractor sought in one action to enforce his lien 
against the owner of the building without joining the contractor can- 
not estop the plaintiff from recovering a judgment against the con- 
tractor in another action in which the latter and the owner of the 
building are parties. J0. 


ACTION TO RECOVER LAND, 788, 791. 


1. Where, in an action to recover the possession of land, it appeared that 
C., intending, but not disclosing his purpose, to act as agent for his 
minor son, C., Jr., purchased the land from F., the defendant’s grantor, 
under an agreement to reconvey the land by way of mortgage to 
secure the purchase-money, and F., supposing that he was dealing 
with C., executed the deed to him, and C. caused the abbreviation, 
“Jr.,’ to be added after his own name and had the deed so recorded, 
at the same time executing notes and mortgage in his own name to 
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F., to secure the purchase-money: Held, that a conveyance by “C., 
Jr.,” or his heirs, to plaintiff, who had knowledge of all the facts, did 
not divest F.’s title to the lands. Sawyer v. Northan, 261. 


2. Minor children of a deceased person who were made parties to a pro- 
ceeding for the sale of their father’s land to pay his debts, and failed 
to claim homestead rights in the land, cannot, after coming of age, 
maintain an action against the grantees of an innocent purchaser 
under a decree of sale, rendered in such proceedings, to set aside the 
sale and recover possession of the land, on the ground that it was the 
homestead of the deceased and, as such, exempt from payment of his 
debts “during the minority of the children or any one of them.” 
Dickens v. Long, 311. 


3. The purchaser at an execution sale, under a judgment rendered on a 

_ debt contracted prior to 1868, may recover the land, free from any 

claim of the widow of the debtor, but subject to her dower. Buie v. 
Scott, 375. 


4, In an action to recover land and to set aside as fraudulent a judgment . 
under which it had been sold, it appeared that a widow, the mother 
of plaintiffs, had procured an e# parte preceeding to be brought in the 
name of herself and children for the sale of the land in which she had 
dowér and which she had, contracted to sell and have conveyed by 
good title to the defendant or one under whom the latter claimed. 
The proceedings were not conducted to a decree for sale, but a judg- 
ment for court costs was taken therein against the petitioners, and 
the land was sold under execution issued thereon, and defendant 
became a purchaser at an insignificant price. The plaintiffs (heirs 
of the decedent) testified that they were not cognizant of the pro- 
ceedings, and that the attorney who conducted the same for their 
mother had no authority to represent them, but there was no evidence 
that the defendant (the purchaser) knew that the attorney had no 
such authority: Held, that the facts that defendant was distantly 
connected with the widow (mother of plaintiffs) and occupied the 
locus as a renter for two years, and during the time when the ea parte 
petition was filed, and that before she purchased at the execution sale 
she held the land under, and had possession of, deeds which contained 
recitals showing that the widow had no authority to sell the fee, were 
not evidence from which the jury might infer that the defendant had 
notice of the fraudulent purpose and character of the ex parte pro- 
ceedings in which the judgment for costs, under which she now 
claims, was rendered. Williams v. Johnson, 424. 


5. Where, in ejectment, the jury found that “plaintiff did advise or induce 
defendant to buy the land before he purchased the same,” such find- 
ing is not sufficient to create an estoppel against plaintiff when it was 
not also found that plaintiff knew of her title when she gave the 
advice, or that defendant did not know of plaintiff’s title or that he 
was deceived by such advice. Bishop v. Minton, 524. 

6. A finding by a jury that defendant in ejectment did not purchase from 
another in good faith and without knowledge of plaintiff, is not incon- 
sistent with another finding that plaintiff advised or induced the 
defendant to buy the land before he purchased it. J0. 
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7. While one tenant in common suing a trespasser in ejectment and prov- 


10. 


11. 


12. 


ing title to an undivided interest is entitled to judgment for the pos- 
session of the whole land, if the evidence establishing his right dem- 
onstrates that others than the defendant hold as cotenants the other 
undivided interests, and that the action inures to their benefit, yet, 
when the defendant is a cotenant, the plaintiff should have judgment 
only for the recovery of the interest to which he shows title. Foster 
v. Hackett, 546. 


. In an action to recover land, brought by one who purchased at a mort- 


gage sale, and who, the defendant claimed, was.a partner of the 
mortgagee and knew that the whole amount was not due, as claimed 
by the mortgagee, a reference to state an account would not be proper 
until the issues as to the partnership, bona fides of the purchaser and 
his knowletige of the state of account between mortgagee and mort- 
gagor could be determined. McMillan v. Bagley, 578. 


. In an action to recover land by the purchaser thereof at a sale under 


the power contained in a mortgage given by the defendant, the deed 
executed by the mortgagee reciting the sale in pursuance of the power 
is prima facie evidence that all the terms of the power and all re- 
quirements as to notice have been complied with. Lunsford v. Speaks, 
608. 


Where, in an action to recover land, it appeared that plaintiff’s grantor 
had previously conveyed it to his daughter, a feme covert, who, after 
retaining the deed for a year without having it recorded, returned it 
to her father just before her death with instructions to destroy it, 
which he did: Held, that plaintiff was not entitled to recover the 
land from defendants, the heirs of the daughter, who were in posses- 
sion under the equitable title acquired from her. Miller v. Church, 
626, 


Where, in an action to recover land, a record of proceedings for the 
sale of land, to which plaintiff was a party, was relied upon as an 
estoppel against the plaintiff, and there was nothing in the record to 
show that the land to which the proceedings related was the same as 
the land for which the action was brought: Held, that such record 


- cannot be admitted as an estoppel against the plaintiff. Garrison v. 


Tinley, 652, 


In an action for the recovery of land, plaintiffs claimed title as the 
heirs and devisees of two tenants ‘in common who originally owned 
the land; the claimant of the interest of one of the original tenants 
submitted to nonsuit upon the improper exclusion of a will, under 
which he claimed, as evidence; of the remaining plaintiffs, heirs of 
the other original tenant in common, one was a minor, the other two 
adults; defendant claimed by adverse possession and color of title as 
against all the heirs and representatives of both the original tenants 
in common, except the infant plaintiff; in deraigning their title to 
one-half, plaintiff’s testimony showed title to the other half in the 
nonsuited plaintiff; on the trial the court required the jury to find 
whether the defendant had acquired title against either the adult or 
minor plaintiffs, and instructed them, if they should find that defend- 
ant had acquired title against neither, then they should find that his 
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possession of the whole was wrongful: Held, (1) that such instruc- 
tion was proper, for a finding that the defendant had not acquired 
title by his alleged color, as against any of the heirs of one of the 
original tenants in common, necessarily established that his possession 
had not been such as to mature his title against the heirs or devisees 
of the other original tenant in common; and (2) that judgment in 
such Case was properly given for plaintiffs for title to one-half and 
for recovery of possession of the whole to inure to benefit of the 
owner of the other half. Jfoody v. Johnson, 804. 


ADMINISTRATOR. 


1, 


On 


An administrator to whom a promise to refund was made by one to 
whom he erroneously paid a distributive share of an estate, is alone 
entitled to bring an action for the recovery of such sum so paid. Nor- 
wood v. O'Neal, 127. 


. In proceedings by an administrator for leave to sell land to make assets 


to pay decedent’s debts, the heir has a right to show that judgments 
taken against the administrator after the commencement of the pro- 
ceedings were wrengfully suffered to be entered against him. In such 
case, it seems, the judgment creditors ought to be made parties. i- 
ley v. Bivens, B48. 


. After a presumption of abandonment or settlement of a claim against 


an administrator has arisen, it will not be rebutted as to the sureties 
on the administrator’s bond by the filing of an account by the admin- 
istrator showing a balance due the distributees. Thompson v. Nations, 
508. 


. Where one c'aims personal property as the distributee of an ancestor, 


an action to recover the same can be maintained only by the adminis- 
trator or executor of the deceased. Varner v. Johnston, 570. 


. W.S8., in whom a legacy had vested, died without issue or next of kin, 


except his father, J: 8., who died subsequently; V. was appointed 
administrator of both, and in both capacities sued to recover the 
legacy: Held, that it is immaterial whether judgment was rendered 
in favor of V. as administrator of the father or of the son, as, in 
either case, he is bcund by the judgment. J). 


. Where there are conflicting claimants of a fund in the hands of an 


administrator, and he resists the recovery by one of the claimants, 
fcr whom judgment is finally given in an action to recover the fund, 
costs should not be awarded against the administrator, personally, but 
should be paid out cof the fund, unless the court should adjudge that 
there has been mismanagement or bad faith in his defense to the 
action. J0. 


. A private sale of a chose in action by an executor or administrator, if - 


made in geod faith, is valid. Dickson v. Crawley, 629. 


A sale by one of several executors will pass title to the purchaser. Jb. 


9. Where a judgment was obtained against an administrator of a decedent 


and his surety in 1869 on a cause of action arising and in a suit com- 
menced before the adoption of the Code of Civil Procedure, the judg- 
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ment being guando as to the administrator, and absolute and final as 
to the surety, an action on the latter is a new causa litis and governed 
by the statute of limitations as prescribed in The Code, while the 
statute of presumptions under the prior law is alone applicable to the 
action on the quando judgment against the administrator. Jb. 


10. Where an administrator, against whom a judgment qudndo was taken 
in 1869, in an action begun prior to the Code of Civil Procedure, died 
soon thereafter and administration de bonis non was not taken out 
until 1886, and the suit was brought on such judgment in 1890: Held, 
that no presumption of payment can arise, inasmuch as in comput- 
ing the time under the statute the period during which there was no 
administration must be excluded. Ib. 


11. An administrator cum testamento anneco has all the rights and powers 
and is subject to the same duties as if he had been named as executor. 
Smathers v. Moody, 791. 


AGENCY, 261. 


A general agent of a corporation may delegate to another authority to 
buy supplies for the corporation. Luttrell v. Martin, 598. 


AGREEMENT BETWEEN COUNSEL, 756. 


An alleged verbal agreement between counsel, if denied, will be deemed 
as legally nonexistent, on the hearing of an appeal. Sondley v. 
Asheville, 694. 


ALTERATION OF BOND AND MORTGAGE AFTER EXECUTION, 370. 
ANCILLARY PROCEEDINGS. 
Orders in, 141. 


Motions in ancillary proceedings may be heard by a judge out of court 
anywhere within the district to which he is assigned. Parker v. 
MePhail, 502. | 


APPEAL, 318, 838. 


1. An appeal from an order of commitment of a party to jail, made in an 
ancillary proceeding, before trial of the main action will not be dis- 
missed as premature. Bradley Fertilizer Co. v. Taylor, 141. 


2. An ‘appeal from a motion to dismiss an action is premature and will 
not be entertained. On such refusal the defendant should cause an. 
exception to be noted and proceed to answer or demur. Mullen v. 
Canal Co., 109; Joyner v. Roberts, 111; Kellogg v. Mfg. Co., 191; 
Luttrell v. Martin, 598. ) 


3. A record on appeal which does not show that a Superior Court was 
opened and held at all in the county from which the appeal comes is 
fatally defective. High v. R. R., 385. 


4, Where, after an appeal from the refusal of a judgment for the resti- 
tution of personal property the appellant has come into the possession 
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of the property, or its equivalent, the Supreme Court will not hear 
the matter merely to adjudicate the costs, but will dismiss the 
appeal. Russell v. Campbell, 404. 


5. The statutory requisites as to appeals cannot be dispensed with, except 
with the assent of counsel entered in the record or evidenced by a 
writing. Rule 89 of Supreme Court. Sondley v. Asheville, 694. 


6. Where, in an appeal, there is neither a statement of case, assignment 
of error nor any error apparent in the record, the judgment below 
will be affirmed. S. v. Whitmire, 895. 


APPEAL, MOTION TO REINSTATE. 


1. A motion to reinstate an appeal dismissed for failure to print the 
record must be made at the same term, and will only then be allowed 
for good cause shown. Pipkin v. Green, 355. 


2. A motion to reinstate an appeal dismissed for failure to docket at the 
first term of this Court after the trial below is fatally defective 
where it does not show that the delay was without appellant’s 
laches. ID. | = 


3. An appeal which has been dismissed for failure to print the record 
will not be reinstated on motion of appellant based on an affidavit 
that, before he could raise the money to print, the case was reached 
and dismissed. Yurner v. Tate, 457. 


4. Where an appeal has been dismissed for failure to print the record a 
motion to reinstate will not be allowed on the ground that such 
failure was caused by the neglect of counsel, for the neglect of coun- 
sel is the neglect of the party himself, and does not excuse. Neal 
v. Land Co., 841. 


APPEAL, IN FORMA PAUPERIS. 


1. An appeal in forma pauperis is only permissible when the statutory 
requirements have been complied with. 8S. v. Jackson, 849. 


2. Where the substance only of the affidavit for leave to appeal in forma 
pauperis is set out in the case on appeal and the Court sees that it 
is insufficient, the appeal will be dismissed on motion of the appellee, 
not as a matter of discretion but of right. J0. 


38. An affidavit to obtain an appeal in forma pauperis which lacks the 
statutory requirement of an averment of good faith is insufficient 
and unavailing. SN. v. Rhodes, 856. | , 


APPEARANCE BY ATTORNEY. 


Parties appearing by counsel, though the latter’s appearance is unau- 
thorized, are bound by the adjudication in the suit if the court has 
jurisdiction of the subject-matter. Hackett v. McMillan, 518; Wil 
liams v. Johnson, 424. 


605 


INDEX 


ARBITRATION. 


A tenant in common of land conveyed his undivided interest therein to a 
ereditor under an agreement that the value of the interest should 
be afterwards ascertained by two men, one to be selected by each 
party, and they to select an umpire in case of disagreement, and the 
difference between the debt and the value of the land should be then 
adjusted between the parties; such arbitration was not had, but the 
land was divided between the grantee and the other tenants in com- 
mon by arbitrators of their own selection, who placed a valuation on 
the several shares: Held, in an action by the debtor against his 
creditor for the difference between the debt and the valuation fixed 
upen the land by the arbitrators, the report of the arbitrators as 
.to the respective shares was improperly admitted, such arbitrators 
not having been selected according to the agreement. Hays v. 
Forbes, 845. 


ARBITRATION BOND. 


Where a surety on an arbitration bond guaranteed in a certain sum that 
one of the parties to the arbitration would in “all respects fairly 
and fully abide by the award to be made by the arbitrator’: Held, 
that the bond was not simply a guaranty that his principal would not 
withdraw from the arbitration, but an obligation to see that the 
award should be in all respects performed, the liability of the surety 
being limited to the sum named in the bond. Pass v. Critcher, 405. 


ARREST AND BAIL. 


A motion to vacate an order of arrest may be heard by a judge out of 
court anywhere in the district to which he is assigned. Parker v. 
McPhail, 302. 


ASSESSMENT OF DAMAGES. 
For land taken by municipal corporation, 747, 759, 769. 
ASSESSMENT FOR SPECIAL BENEFITS. 


1. Where an act creating a new charter for a city provides no method of 
levying special assessments of any character, either for past or fu- 
ture improvements, it seems that, as to the latter, they must be 
made under the general law (The Code, sec. 3803) ; but as the new 
charter, after declaring that all existing laws in conflict with it are 
repealed, provides that such repeal shall not “affect any act done or 
right accruing or accrued or established, but the same shall remain 
in full force, and be preserved and enforced and enjoyed,” etc., the 
act does not operate to repeal the old mode of assessment for im- 
provements commenced before the new charter took effect, though 
not assessed for until afterwards. Greensboro v. McAdoo, 359. 


2. The power to levy assessments upon owners of property for special 
and peculiar benefits accruing to the same from improvements is not 
inherent in. a public corporation, but must be directly conferred by 
statute. JD. 

3. Where a statute conferring authority on a municipal corporation to 
make assessments on property for special benefits prescribes the 
mode in which that power shall be exercised, that mode must be 
strictly pursued, except as to entirely immaterial matters. Ib. 
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ASSETS FOR PAYMENT OF DEBTS. 


Where a wife is-debtor of a deceased husband whose deed to her to secure 
the debt is set aside as fraudulent the land will be decreed to be 
sold and (the validity of her debt not being attacked) she will be 
entitled to share in the proceeds with the other creditors. Nadal 
v. Britton, 188. 


ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR. 


An appeal from an adjudication upon an agreed state of facts is a suf- 
ficient assignment of error by the party against whom the ruling was 
made. Greensboro v. McAdoo, 859. 


ASSIGNMENT. 
Of bond unendorsed, 248. 
Of mortgage. See Mortgage. 
For benefit of creditors, 278. 
ASSIGNEE FOR BENEFIT OF CREDITORS. . 


It is the province and duty of the Court to pass on the qualifications of 
an assignee in an assignment for benefit of creditors. Preiss v. 
Cohen, 278. 


ATTACHMENT. 


To obtain an attachment it is not necessary that the affidavit shall state 
that the defendant “cannot, after due diligence, be found within this 
State.” Such averment is necessary, however, in an affidavit to 
procure publication of summons. Luttrell v. Martin, 598, 


ATTORNEY IN FACT. 


A deed of an attorney in fact, duly executed, probated and recorded, is 
sufficient to show color of title, though the power of attorney be not 
produced. Smith v. Allen, 228. 


ATTORNEYS AND SOLICITORS. 


1. Attorneys and solicitors are officers of the courts, expressly empowered 
to represent litigants, and parties about to acquire rights under the 
judgment of courts are not bound to inquire into the authority of the 
attorneys who profess to represent the plaintiffs or petitioners; and 
where such rights have been acquired by one who had no notice of 
the lack of authority on the part of an attorney who professed to 
represent the owners in a proceeding for the sale of land, no evidence 
tending to disprove the existence of such authority ought to be ad- 
mitted to overthrow the rights so acquired. Williams v. Johnson, 424. 


2. In a suit, of the subject-matter of which a court has jurisdiction, ap- 
pearance by counsel gives jurisdiction of the parties thus appearing 
though counsel have no authority to appear, and an innocent pur- 
chaser under a judgment rendered therein will be protected. Hackett 
v. MeMillan, 518. | 


3. Where, in such case, parties estopped and injured by the adjudication, 
lose property to which they are entitled, they may maintain an action 
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for damages against those who combined to procure the adjudication. 
(CLARK, J., holds that, if the property of which the parties have so 
been deprived is in esse, an action may be maintained by them for its 
specific recovery, provided they are not barred by the statute of limi- 
tations or by an estoppel arising from a judgment in a suit to which 
they have been made -parties by process served upon them or by ap- 
pearance of attorney actually authorized to appear for them.) Jb. 


AUTHENTICATION OF RECORDS. 


1. When duly certified, full faith and credit will be given to the records of 
a sister State by the courts of this State, reserving, however, the 
right to determine what forms and ceremonies shall be essential to 
the valid transfer of title to land lying in the borders of this State. 
Moody v. Johnson, 798. 


2. Neither comity nor principle precludes the Legislature of this State 
from prescribing regulations as to passing upon authenticated records 
fgom another State preliminary to recording them. Jb. 


BENEFITS AND DAMAGES, ASSESSMENT FOR, 359, 759, 769. 
BETTERMENTS, ALLOWANCE FOR, 227. 
BEST EVIDENCE. 


The rule requiring the production of a writing itself as the best evidence 
does not apply to notices of sale under a power in a mortgage, the 
posting of which may be proved by parol evidence. McMillan v. 
Baaley, 5ST8. 


BOND. 
Official, suit on, 89, 646. 
To secure arbitrator’s award. See Arbitration Bond. 
UNENDORSED. 


A bond is nonnegotiable until after endorsement, and an assignee of an 
unendorsed bond takes it subject to any equities or other defenses 
existing in favor of the maker at the time of or before notice of the 
assignment. Loan Assn. v. Merritt, 248. 


ALTERATION OF. 


Where a husband, without the consent or knowledge of his wife, altered 
a bond executed by them by “raising” the amount before delivery to, 
and without the knowledge of, the obligee: Held, that the bond was 
rendered void as to the wife by such alteration. Cheek v. Nall, 370. 


BURDEN OF PROOF, 


1. Where, in an action by a purchaser at a mortgage sale to recover the 
land from the mortgagor (the mortgagee being joined as party 
plaintiff), the judge presiding at the trial charged the jury that 
the burden was on the plaintiff to prove everything fair and honest, 
and no advantage taken of defendants, it was not error to refuse to 
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charge the jury that the burden of proof was on the plaintiff to show 
that he was not the partner or agent of the mortgagee when he 
bought the land. McMillan v. Baxley, 578. | 


2. Under the statute (chapter 33, Acts of 1887) which requires that, in 
actions for the recovery of damages resulting from the negligence of 
the defendant, contributory negligence, if relied upon as a defense, 
shall be set up in the answer and proved on the trial, there can be 
no presumption of contributory negligence; therefore it was error 
in the judge to charge that the burden of the proof was upon the 
plaintiff in such an action, to show that she was not herself guilty of 
negligence, though the defendant offered no testimony. Jordan v. 

Asheville, 743. 


BURNT RECORDS. 


1. The limitation of five years, prescribed in section 67 of The Code, 
as the time in which burnt records may be restored after destruction, 
as provided in section 59 of The Code, applies to a proceeding begun 
in 1886 to restore the record of a will destroyed in 1875, notwith- 
standing the act of 1893, ch. 295, which amends section 67 by 
abolishing the limitation. Varner v. Johnson, 570. 


2. The statutory method of establishing the contents of a lost or destroyed 
record, as prescribed in section 55 et seg. of The Code, does not have 
the effect to exclude parol evidence to prove such contents; therefore, 
where, in an action to recover property alleged to have been disposed 
of by a will, a referee found that the will had been duly probated 
and the record of it destroyed and that no copies were extant, but 
refused to admit testimony as to its contents, the court below should, 
on the exception of the one offering such evidence, have remanded 
the case to the referee for his findings as to the contents. Jb. 


CAPE FEAR AND YADKIN VALLEY RAILWAY COMPANY. 


Officers, employees, etc., are exempted from work on public roads, S. v. 
Womble, 862. | 


CASE ON APPEAL, 756. 


1. Where, in the case on appeal, there is not a sufficient recital of the 
evidence or of the facts admitted or proven to point the exceptions or 
to enable the Court to ascertain what errors of law are complained of, 
this Court will affirm the judgment below. Faulkner v. Thompson, 455. 


2, Where the report of a referee, which was set aside below and a jury 
trial had, is sent up unnecessarily with the transcript and no in- 
telligible case on appeal is filed, this Court cannot know that the 
evidence reported by the referee is identically the same as was pro- 
duced on the trial before the jury, or that the judge’s rulings were 
on the same state of facts, and could it do so, this Court will not 
wade through the entire évidence to ascertain what the case on ap- 
peal should clearly state. Jb. 


8. Failure to settle or furnish a case on appeal is not good ground for a 
motion to dismiss, but for a motion to affirm, since there may be 
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errors on the face of the record, which the Court will inspect of its 
own motion, and which may entitle the appellant to a reversal. Ham- 
ilton v. Icard, 589. . 


4, No formal ‘case on appeal’ is required on an appeal from an order 
granting an injunction until the hearing. 0. 


5. Though the failure to give an instruction asked for in writing is deemed 
excepted to, yet, if it is not set out in the case on appeal, it will be 
deemed to have been waived, and will not be passed on by this Court. 
Marshall v. Stine, 697. 


6. Where no exception of any kind appears in the case on appeal, and no 
error appears on the record proper, the judgment below will be 
affirmed. J0, 


7. An amendment or correction to a case or transcript on appeal cannot ~ 
be made by a party himself without certiorari granted. WS. v. Jack- 
son, 849. 


CAUTION TO PRISONER ON PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 


It is not necessary that a committing magistrate, at the commencement 
of the examination of a prisoner, shall use the precise words of the 

statute (The Code, sec. 1146) in giving the caution therein prescribed, 
but it is sufficient if there be a substantial compliance with the 
requirements of the statute and if the magistrate inform the prisoner, 
in plain language, of his rights in the premises. S. v. Rogers, 874. 


CERTIORARI. 


1. Where a certiorari has been granted to an appellant to complete the 
record by supplying material evidence that had been omitted from the 
case as settled, but the clerk of the Superior Court returns that appel- 
lant failed to perfect his appeal or to pay fees for a transcript of the 
record, though demanded, the appeal will be dismissed. Broadwell v. 
Ray, 191. 


2. A motion by a plaintiff for a certiorari to correct a case on appeal by 
having it to state that a motion for judgment after verdict was made 
on admissions in the testimony of the defendant on the trial, as well 
as on the pleadings, will be denied where it appears that plaintiff did 
not ask for instruction on that aspect of the case, nor file any excep- 
tions to the judge’s charge. Lewis v. Foard, 402. 


8. An amendment or correction to a case or transcript on appeal cannot 
be made by a party himself without certiorari granted. S. v. Jack- 
son, 849. . 


4, While the Court may, in matters of grave concern, permit certiorari to 
issue on motion of a party without notice to the other side, or ex mero 
motu, this will not be done where the record shows only technical and 
not substantial grounds of exception to the proceedings below. Jb, 


5. A certiorari in lieu of a lost appeal should be moved for before the 
appeal is regularly called for argument. S.v. Rhodes, 857. 
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CESTUI QUE TRUST. 


A cestui que trust may have relief against a trustee who withholds the 
trust estate, but a stranger cannot volunteer to ask redress. Monroe 
v. Trenholm, 634. 


CHARTER, ACCEPTANCE OF. 


1. A corporation being a creation of law, whose foundation is the grant of 
a franchise, there must be an acceptance of the grant or charter 
before it can take effect. Fertilizer Co. v. Clute, 440. 


2. Where a joint-stock association, after the passage of an act allowing it 
to accept and adopt the act of incorporation, simply continued in busi- 
ness without signifying in any unequivocal way its acceptance of said . 
act, such continuance in business did not in itself relieve the associa- 
tion of its character of a partnership. JD. 


3. Where a county alliance which, subsequent to, but without mentioning 
the act of Assembly, authorizing it to become incorporated, adopted a 
resolution declaring that the alliance “will organize a stock company 
to enlarge the facilities of the alliance store,” etc.: Held, that such 
resolution constituted an acceptance of the act of incorporation and 
rendered the alliance a body corporate om the date of such resolu- 
tion. Jb. 


CLAIM AND DELIVERY, 3877, 404. 

1. Where no time is fixed for the division of a crop between Jandlord and 
tenant, the former is not obliged to wait until the whole crop has 
been gathered before bringing his action of claim and delivery. Rich 
v. Hobson, 79. 


2. The sale by one of two parties to the other of his interest in a crop, 
accompanied by an agreement that the title thereto should remain in 
the seller until the purchase price should be paid, placed title in the 
whole crop in the seller and entitled him to an action of claim and 
delivery. Buffkins v. Eason, 162. 


CLAIM AGAINST DECEDENT’S ESTATE, WHEN BARRED, 505. 
CLERK QF SUPERIOR COURT. 


1. In an order of court appointing “J. A. M., clerk of the Superior Court,” 
receiver of infant’s estate, the word ‘‘as’ was omitted before the word 
“clerk”: Held, that the clerk was appointed receiver in his official 
capacity as clerk. Waters v. Melson, 89. 


2. Under section 52, chapter 53, Battle’s Revisal, the court had authority 
to appoint the Superior Court clerk receiver of an infant's estate, and 
the sureties on his official bond are liable for any breach of his duties 
as receiver. J0. 

3. The failure of the clerk of the Superior Court to docket a judgment is 


a breach of official duty, and renders the sureties on his bond liable 
for any loss resulting therefrom. Young v. Connelly, 646. 
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COLLATERAL ATTACK, 122, 424. 


Where, in an action of ejectment, the defendant sets up a counterclaim or 
equity, such defense is not a collateral attack on plaintiff's title. 
Kimsey v. Munday, 816. , 


f 


COLLATERAL SECURITY. 


Where, in an action on a note for which collateral had been deposited, it 
appeared that plaintiff had rehypothecated the collateral, the rights 
of the defendant were properly guarded by the judgment, which set 
out that the collateral had been deposited with the clerk, to be deliv- 
ered to defendant on the payment of the judgment. Barnard v. Mar- 
tin, Td54. 


COLOR OF TITLE, 804, 


1, A patent for land, reserving land within its limits as previously granted, 
is not color of title to the land so excepted. Basnight v. Smith, 229. 


. 2. A deed duly executed, probated, and recorded, by an attorney in fact, is 
sufficient to show color of title, though the power of attorney is not 
produced. Smith v. Allen, 228. , 


3. Likewise as to a deed to one as trustee who signs the same, if probated 
as to the grantor, although not probated as to the trustee. JO. 


¥ 
4. Likewise as to a deed of a trustee where the cestui que trust is a feme 
covert, although her privy examination is not taken. J). 


COMMITTING MAGISTRATE. 


At the preliminary examination of a prisoner, the magistrate need not use 
the precise words of the statute (The Code, sec. 1146) in giving the 
caution prescribed thereby, but it is sufficient if he comply substan- 

tially with the statute and inform the prisoner, in plain language, of 
his rights in the premises. SNS. v. Rogers, 874. 


CONFLICT OF LAWS. 


J. Where a married woman, domiciled in this State, not being a free- 
trader and not having the written assent of her husband, made a 
contract in another State, according to whose laws a feme covert can 
contract: Held, that such contract cannot be enforced in the courts 
of this State. Armstrong v. Best, 59. 
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2. A contract, if made payable in another State to avoid the usury laws of 
this State, will be adjudged usurious, whatever may be the law of 
that State. Meroney v. Loan Assn., 842. 


CONSOLIDATION OF ACTIONS. 


Where a party had obtained in this Court an affirmance of a judgment 
establishing his subcontractor’s lien against the owner of a building, 
but the cause was remanded for the reason that the contractor was 
not a party, and the plaintiff thereupon brought another action, in 
which the contractor was made a party defendant: Held, that the 
two actions were properly consolidated by the court below. Lumber 
Co, v. Sanford, 655. 


CONTEMPORANEOUS AGREEMENT, 778. — 


A note and contemporaneous article of agreement are frequently taken 
together as one agreement, the terms of the agreement expounding 
and limiting those of the note. Carrington & Co. v. Waff, 115. 


CONTINGENT REMAINDER, 769. 


1. A limitation to M. J. P. for and during the term of her natural life, 
and, in the event that R. O. P. shall survive her, then to him for and 
during the term of his natural life, and after the termination of the 
said life estate, then to the heirs of R. O. P., the latter takes a con- 
tingent remainder, and until the happening of the coritingency the 
rule in Shelley’s case cannot operate so as to vest in him an indefeasi- 
ble fee. Starnes v, Hill, 1. 


2. A warranty deed by one having only ‘a contingent remainder in land 
passes the title by way of estoppel to the grantee as soon as the 
remainder vests by the happening of the contingency, upon which such 
vesting depends. Foster v. Hackett, 546. 


8. Although parties who are entitled to land by way of contingent remain- 
der may not sell the same for partition because their respective 
shares therein cannot be ascertained until the happening of the con- 
tingency, yet such property may be taken in the exercise of eminent 
domain by the sovereign or the one to whom it delegates that right, 
and the fund awarded as damages will be substituted for the realty, 
and upon the happening of the contingency, will be divided among the 
parties entitled in the same manner as the realty would have been if 
left intact. Miller v. Asheville, 759. 


CONTRACT, 304, 440, 529, 845, 


1, Although a contract, if valid in the State where it is made, is valid 
everywhere in respect to its execution, interpretation and validity, 
yet, as to the capacity of the contracting party, the law of the domi-. 
cile prevails. Hence the contract of a married woman domiciled in 
this State, not being a free-trader and not having the consent of her 
husband, although valid in the State where made, cannot be enforced 
here. Armstrong v. Best, 59. 


2. Parol evidence is admissible, in an action on a note, to show fraud, 
illegality, or want of consideration. Carrington & Co. v. Waff, 115. 
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3. A note and contemporaneous article of agreement are frequently taken 


together as one agreement, the terms of the agreement expounding 
and limiting those of the note. 6. 


4, Even if it were settled (which is not the case) that an undisclosed prin- 


Ore 


cipal cannot maintain an action on a contract made by his agent with 
another, this rule would not apply where the parties are residents of 
different States of the American Union, for such States are not 
foreign to each other in such sense as to permit the operation of the 
rule stated. Barham v. Bell, 181. 


. Where a contract not under seal is made with an agent in his own 


name for an undisclosed principal, either the agent or principal may 
sue upon it, and if the latter sue, the defendant is entitled to be 
placed in the same position at the time of the disclosure of the princi- 
pal as if the agent had been the real contracting party. Jb. 


. Where one of two partners bought the interest of the other in a crop, 


and agreed that the title should be in the seller until the purchase- 
money should be paid, the effect of the contract was to place the title 
of the entire crop in the seller until the payment of the purchase- 
money, and entitled the latter to bring claim and delivery. Buffkins 
v, Eason, 162. 


. Where county commissioners contracted with E. & Co. to build a court- 


house, who sublet the plumbing and piping to S8., who, in his turn, 
assigned it to B. and took B.’s note, and, in payment of a small sum 
due the contractors by him, transferred it to the contractors, with an 
agreement, assented to by B., that they would pay to S. the amount 
of the note (less the small sum due by S. to them) out of the money 
to become due to B. from them, and B. subsequently became indebted 
to R. & Co. for materials used in completing his plumbing contract, 
and the commissioners, by a lien filed by R. & Co., the materialmen, 


paid the latter the balance due E. & Co. on the contract for the whole 


work: Held, (1) that a courthouse cannot be subjected to a lien for 
labor or material; (2) that the county commissioners are liable to 
S. for the amount which the contractors agreed to pay him out of the 
sum due B. from them; (8) the materialmen, R. & Co., being creditors 
of B. only, are entitled to recover of the money in the county commis- 
sioners’ hands no more than was due B. under the agreement in force 
when the claim for materials originated, which was the difference 
between the contract price of the work done by B. and the sum which 
the contractors had agreed to pay to S., B.’s assignor. Snow v. 
Comrs., 335. | 


8, A contract of sale conditional upon the payment of the purchase price 


in ‘successive installments cannot be modified or its legal effects 
avoided by the fact that it is called a “lease” and the installments 
are called “rent”; therefore, where a lease contract provided that the 
‘Jessee” of a machine should pay as rent $330 in installments, and, on 
full payment, title should vest in him as owner, but, if the install- 
ments should not be paid in full as they became due, all payments 
made should be forfeited and the claims of the lessee to the leased 
property should be at an end, and it was found by the jury that all 
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9. 


10. 


me 


12. 


13. 


15. 


but $70 of the “installments” had been paid by the lessee, and that 
the latter was entitled to $26 damages for a breach of contract by the 
lessor: Held, that it would be inequitable to allow the “lessor” to 
take the property and declare all payments forfeited; but defendant 
should be allowed a reasonable time to pay the balance due (after 
deducting the damages allowed him), and in default of such payment 
a foreclosure sale should be ordered. Puffer v. Lucas, 877. 


Where a contract recited that plaintiffs would sell their goods to no one 
in defendant’s town except to defendant, and that defendant would 
sell no goods of that sort except those manufactured by plaintiffs, 
and that he would keep his assortment up to the amount of the then 
order of $100, and would not sell at less than the established price, 
and the terms of payment for the goods were prescribed: Held, that 
such contract was one of sale and did not constitute the defendant a 
factor or commission merchant or agent for the sale of the goods. 
Kellam v. Brown, 451. 


While the entire construction of a written contract, whose terms are 
ascertained—that is, the ascertainment of the intention of the parties 
is a pure question of law for the court—and the sole office of the jury 
is to pass on the existence of the alleged agreement, yet, where the 
language of the written contract is doubtful in the sense of requiring 
explanation by experts or by evidence of the usage of trade, such tes- 
timony is admissible and should be submitted to the jury under proper 
instructions. Simpson v. Pegram, 541. 


Where defendants, in an action on a contract growing out of written 
correspondence, introduced testimony tending to show the meaning of 
certain terms used in the contract under the customs and usage of 
trade, they cannot complain that the trial judge submitted such tes- 
timony to the jury for that purpose instead of construing the contract 
by the written correspondence alone. Jb. 


Nor can the defendant object in such case after having introduced sev- 
eral letters in relation to other transactions between him and the 
plaintiffs for the purpose of showing the course of dealing between 
the parties. Jb, 


Where a contract of a corporation, not in writing, has been executed 
and is not executory, it is not invalid under section 688 of The Code. 
Luttrell v. Martin, 598. 


. A contract made by a creditor with a principal debtor for forbearance 


to sue for a fixed and limited period, founded on a sufficient considera- 
tion, without reserving the right to proceed against the surety, and 
made without his assent, releases the surety. Ohemical Co. v. Pegram, 
614. ; 


Where an agency contract, to which defendants were sureties, provided 
that the agent of plaintiff (the principal debtor) would give his 
promissory notes for goods sold by him, payable at the times fixed in 
said contract, defendant sureties being liable therefor, and said notes 
were executed, and the creditor at the maturity of said notes had a 
settlement with the agent (the principal debtor) and surrendered the 
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old notes to him, accepting notes due at future dates in renewal of 
and substitution for the same, without reserving any rights against 
the sureties or obtaining their consent to the extension: Held, that 
such acceptance of new notes constituted a contract on the part of 
the creditor to postpone action against the principal debtor until they 
matured, and hence discharged the sureties. JD. 


16. Where a married woman promised her husband, in his last sickness, in 


17. 


18. 


the presence of his creditor, that she would pay the debt out of moneys 
received from insurance on his life in her favor, and the creditor, in 
consideration of such promise, forebore enforcement of his demand: 
Held, that such promise was substantially and in effect a promise to 
the erediter to pay the debt of her husband, and cannot be enforced 
against the separate personal estate of the defendant, as it was not 
in writing, was not made with the written assent of her husband, 
and did not charge such personal estate. Cojfey v. Shuler, 622. 


If the promise should be conceded to have been made to the husband, 


the creditor, not being a party to the contract, could. not sue upon 
it. 6. . 


An agreement contained in a note to pay counsel fees for its collection 


cannot be enforced in an action on the note. Brisco v. Norris, 671. 


19. Where, on issues raised by the allegations in two causes of action—one 


on a special contract and the other on a quantum meruit—with the 


corresponding denials in the answer, the jury found that plaintiffs 
had not complied with the terms of the written contract and defend- 
ant was not indebted to them thereon, but that defendant was in- 
debted to them for work and labor done for the amount claimed: 


Held, that the findings were not inconsistent or contradictory. Simp- 


son v. R. R., 708. 


20. In such case, although plaintiffs had not complied with the contract in 


21. 


22. 


all respects, if defendant took advantage of the work done and 
accepted, and used the same without giving plaintiffs notice of objec- 
tion and an opportunity to correct defects and complete the job, but 
completed it with its own force, plaintiffs are entitled to recover the 
reasonable value of the work done, not exceeding the amount de- 
manded in the complaint. Jb. 


A writing containing a statement of sums to become due at different 


dates, followed by an authorization to a third person to pay the 
amounts, as specified, to another, becomes, when accepted, a contract 
by the acceptor to pay such sums, and in the absence of any collateral 
or contemporaneous agreement the legal effect of such writing is a 
matter for construction by the court. Penniman v. Alerander, TT8. 


A contract, if made payable in another State to avoid the usury laws 


in this State, will be adjudged usurious, whatever may be the law of 
that State. Meroney v. Loan Assn., 842. 


CONTRACT OF AN INFANT. See Infant. 
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1, An alleged contract of purchase made by a minor (whose infancy is 
undisclosed), or by one pretending to act as his agent under an agree- 
ment to mortgage the land back to secure the purchase-money, is a 
nullity. Sawyer v. Northan, 261. 


2. Where, in an action to recover the possession of land, defendant claimed 
the same upon an alleged contract embraced in a writing, as follows: 
“Wilkesboro, N. C., 19 April, 1880—James Harris has paid me $20 on 
his land; owes me $6 more on it”: Held, that the receipt, as a con- 
tract to convey land, is void for uncertainty, and ineffectual to pass 
any interest whatever in the land of the defendant, and it was im- 
proper to admit parol testimony at the trial for the purpose of explain- 
ing what land was referred to therein. Lowe v. Harris, 472. 


38. While the Legislature has power to modify or repeal the whole of the 
statute of frauds, in so far as it relates to future contracts for the 
sale of land, it has no authority to give the repealing statute a retro- 
active operation, so as to affect or destroy rights already vested. Jb. 


4, An act of the Legislature changing the rules of evidence cannot be con- 
strued as operating retrospectively, so as to affect existing rights. Jb. 


5. The power of the Legislature to enact remedial statutes, giving effect 
to contracts relating to land, extends only tu those cases where those 
claiming under them had, previous to the enactment, an equitable 
right, and not to cases where the policy of the law, or the express pro- 
vision of a statute, prevented the transmission of any interest what- 
ever by the agreement or instrument relied on. Jb, 


6. There is a general presumption against the retroactive operation of 
statutes where it would impair vested rights; therefore, the act of 
1891 (chapter 465), providing that “in all actions for the possession 
of, or title to, any real estate, parol testimony may be intrceduced to 
identify the land sued for and fit it to the description contained in the 
paper-writing offered as evidence of title or right of possession,” can- 
not be held to operate retrospectively, so as to allow parol testimony 
to locate land referred to and ambiguously described in a contract 
made before the passage of such act of the Legislature. (Shepherd, 
Cc. J., concurs, but further holds that the act has not the effect of 
changing the existing law in reference to contracts or deeds relating 
to land; the word “description,” as used in the act, meaning a 
“description” which has a legal susceptibility of being aided by testi- 
mony so as to identify the land, and not a “description” wath, in law, 
is no description whatever.) Jb. 


7. Quere, whether a conveyance or assignment of a contingent interest in 
land for a valuable consideration would be upheld by a Court of 
Equity as an equitable assignment or contract to convey upon the 
happening of the contingency and the vesting of the estate. In such 
case, however, the grantee should set forth and plead specifically such 
equity. Foster v. Hackett, 546. 
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CONTRIBUTORY NEGLIGENCE, 720. 


Under the statute (chapter 33, Laws 1887), which requires that, in actions 
for the recovery of damages resulting from the negligence of the 
defendant, contributory negligence, if relied upon as a defense, shall 
be set up in the answer and proved on the trial, there can be no pre- 
sumption of contributory negligence; therefore, it was error in the 
judge to charge that the burden of proof was upon the plaintiff, in 
such an action, to show that she was not herself guilty of negligence, 
though the defendant offered no testimony. Jordan v. Asheville, 748. 


CONTROVERSY WITHOUT ACTION. 


Where controversy without action is submitted for the sole purpose of 
obtaining the opinion of the court upon a question, the effect of which 
might be to derange for a time the administration of the public-school 
system, this Court will decline to entertain the controversy. Board of 
Education v. Kenan, 566. 


CORPORATION. 


1. A proceeding in the nature of a creditors’ bill, with or without a prayer 
for its dissolution, may be brought by the State or a county against 
a corporation against which taxes have been assessed, and for the 
payment of which no property can be found to be levied upon. State 
and Guilford v. Georgia Company, 84. 


2. Where a joint-stock (unincorporated) association is succeeded by an 
incorporated company, whose stockholders are the members of the 
joint-stock association and pay their subscriptions to the stock of the 
new, not in cash, Put in stock of the old concern, they are debtors to 
the full amount subscribed by them, and if they are also creditors of 
the corporation and it becomes insolvent, they cannot share in any 
part of the assets until their liability has been paid in full. In such 
case the receiver should retain all dividends on debts due to stock- 
holders thus indebted to the corporation until he is ready to make a 
final settlement with all the creditors. Bain v. Loan Assn., 248. 


8. Sections 1 and 8 of Article VITI of the Constitution do not create joint- 
stock associations, but are directions to the General Assembly not to 
grant special charters to corporations (which word, by force of sec- 
tion 8, includes joint-stock associations), except where the object can- 
not be attained under the general law. Hanstein v. Johnson, 258, 


4, A corporation being a creation of law, whose foundation is a grant of a 
franchise, there must be an acceptance of the grant or charter before 
it can take effect. Fertilizer Co. v. Clute, 440. 


5. Officers of a corporation, from the highest to the lowest, are only the 
agents thereof, and their acts and contracts are binding on their 
principal only when within the scope of their authority, express or 
implied. Rumbough v. Improvement Co., T51, 


6. The scope of the authority of one officer of a corporation, as to a past 
transaction at least, cannot be proved by the unsworn declarations of 
another officer or agent. 0. 


619 


INDEX 


CORPORATION—Continued. 


7. In an action on a draft drawn by and on an agent of a corporation, and 
accepted by him in the name of the corporation, the declarations of 
the president, made after the alleged acceptance, were inadmissible to 
show the agent’s authority to bind the company. ID. 


8. An executed contract of a corporation, not in writing, is not invalid 
under section 688 of The Code. Luttrell v. Martin, 593. 


9. Although a corporation not authorized to build and operate a railroad 

would be acting ultra vires to engage in such business, yet it may 

render itself liable for “railroad supplies” purchased and used by it, 

especially where the articles bought were not such that the seller 

would have notice that the corporation would not have need of them 

in its business, and where the seller had no notice that the goods were 

to be used for any other purpose than the regular business of the 
company. Ib. 


10. A general agent of a corporation may delegate to another authority to 
buy supplies for the corporation. Jb. 


CORPORATION, SERVICE OF PROCESS ON, 189. 


CORPORATION, MUNICIPAL, 759, 769. 


1. The power to levy assessments upon owners of property for special 
benefits accruing to the same from improvements is not inherent in a 
public corporation, but must be directly conferred by statute. Greens- 
boro v. McAdoo, 359. 


2. Where a statute confers authority on a mfhicipal corporation to make 
assessments on property for special benefits, and prescribes the mode 
of exercising the power, that mode must be strictly pursued, except as 
to entirely immaterial matters. Jb. 


COSTS. 


1. The failure of a judge to adjudicate as to costs does not affect or ren- 
der invalid as a final judgment an adjudication upon another matter 
embraced therein. . Young v. Connelly, 646. 


2, In an action on a note against a husband, the wife being joined as 
grantee in a deed which the action also sought to set aside as fraudu- 
lent, there was judgment against husband on the note, but the deed 
was not set aside: Held, that costs were properly granted to the wife. 
Brisco v, Norris, 671. 


COUNSEL. See, also, Attorneys and Solicitors, 


1. FEEs. 
Counsel fees for collection, although provided for in a note, cannot be . 
- recovered in an action on a note. Brisco v. Norris, 671. 

2, AGREEMENT BETWEEN. 


An alleged verbal agreement between counsel, if denied, will be deemed 
as legally nonexistent in matters affecting an appeal. Sondley v. 
Ashevillé, 694; Hemphill v. Morrison, T56. 
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83. NEGLECT ‘OF. 


Where an appeal has been dismissed for failure to print the record, a 
motion to reinstate will not be allowed on the ground that such fail- 
ure was caused by the neglect of counsel, for the neglect of counsel is 
the neglect of the party himself, and does not excuse. Neal v. Land 
Company, S41. 


COUNTERCLAIM. 


1. Where it appeared that, during the pendency of an action of claim and 
delivery to recover a soda-water machine leased to defendant, plaintiff 
had agreed to deliver a new machine to defendant and take back the 
one in controversy at a certain value: Held, that the agreement being 
executory and not executed, did not bar the further prosecution of the 
action, and its breach by the plaintiff did not furnish ground for a 
proper counterclaim, since it did not exist at the commencement of 
the action. Puffer v. Lucas, 877. 


2. The measure of damages to defendant for such breach was the differ- 
ence between the cost of a similar machine purchased by him from 
another manufacturer and the new machine which plaintiff agreed to 


furnish. JD. 
COURTHOUSE. 
A courthouse cannot be subjected to a lien for materials. Snow v. Comrs., 
835. 


COURT RECORDS. 
Cannot be collaterally attacked. Forbes v. Wiggins, 122. 
COVENANT RUNNING WITH LAND, 688. 
CURTESY. See Tenancy by the Curtesy Initiate. 
CUSTOMS AND USAGES OF TRADE. See Contract, 11 and 12. 


CREDITOR. 
Forbearance by, to sue principal, releases surety. Chemical Co. v. Pe- 
gram, 614. 
CREDITOR’S .BILL. 


The State and county, either or both, may bring a creditor’s bill against 
a corporation for the collection of taxes due by it, when the sheriff 
can find no property to levy upon. State and Guilford v. Georgia 
Company, 34. 


CRIMINAL EXTRADITED, 896. 


CROPS. 
1. Claim and delivery, 79, 162. 


2. Mortgage of wife’s, by husband, 283. 


3. Intermixture of, who responsible, 283. 
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CRUELTY TO ANIMALS. 


1. The shooting and killing or wounding of pigeons used 4s targets, for — 
amusement and sport, is indictable as a violation of section 2482 of 
The Code. S. v. Porter, 887. 


2. The statute does not require the allegation or proof of torture or 
eruelty, except as involved in unnecessary suffering knowingly and 
willfully permitted. Jb. 


DAMAGES, 720. 
1. To Lanp. 


Damages caused by diversion of water are not covered by the statute 
(section 1943 ef seg. of The Code) providing for the acquirement of 
rights of way by railroad companies. Ward v. R. R., 168. 


2. For detention of land, 227. 
3. Exemplary, when allowed for personal injuries, 323. 
4, ACTION FOR, AGAINST ATTORNEYS. 


Parties who, by being estopped by an adjudication in a suit where counsel 
have appeared without authority to represent them, lose property to 
which they are entitled, may maintain an action for damages against 
those who combined to procure the adjudication. Hackett v. McMil- 
tan, 518. . - 


5. Assessment of, for land taken by municipal corporation in the exercise of 
eminent domain, 747, 759, 769. . 


G6. INQUIRY AS TO, ON JUDGMENT BY DEFAULT. 


Inquiry as to damages cannot be executed at same term at which judg- 
ment by default is taken, unless allowed by statute. Brown v. Rhine- 
hart, (72. 


DEBT, OLD. 


The widow of an execution debtor is not entitled to homestead in the land 
sold under a judgment taken on a debt contracted before 1868, but the 
purchaser takes the land subject to the widow’s dower. Buie v. Scott, 
375. 


_ DEED, 158, 652. 

1. A deed is presumed to have been delivered at the time it bears date, 
but the presumption may be rebutted by evidence aliunde, in which 
ease it becomes operative from the actual date of delivery. Vaughan 
v. Parker, 96. 


2. A deed duly executed, probated and recorded by an attorney in fact is 
sufficient to show color of title, though the power of attorney be not 
produced. Smith v. Allen, 228. 


3. A deed to one as trustee who signs the same, if probated and registered 
as the deed of the grantor, is color of title, though not probated as to 
the trustee. Jb. 
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4, The deed of a mortgagee to the purchaser of land sold under the power 
of sale contained in the mortgage, reciting the sale in pursuance of 
the power, is prima facie evidence that all the terms of the power and 
all requirements as to notice have been complied with. Lunsford v. 
Speaks, 608. 


DEED, UNREGISTERED. 


1. The equitable interest in land created by an unregistered deed can 
ordinarily be extinguished by a return of the consideration and sur- 
render of the deed. Miller v. Church, 626. 


2. The proviso to section’1, chapter 147, Laws 1885 (‘‘Connor Act’), that 
no purchase of land from a donor, bargainor or lessor shall avail or 
pass title as against any unregistered deed executed prior to Decem- 
ber 1, 1885, where there is constructive or actual notice, applies as 
well to a purchaser of land at an execution sale with actual notice as 
to a purchaser from the “bargainor or lessor.” Cowen v. Withrow, 
736. | 


DEMURRER. 


1. A ruling in this Court, on a former appeal, that the lower court ought 
to have sustained a demurrer to one of the causes of action set up in 
the complaint, did not warrant that court in excluding evidence on 
such cause of action as res judicata, but it should have entered judg- 
ment sustaining the demurrer, and then might have permitted the 
plaintiff to amend. Maggett v. Roberts, 71. 


2. Misjoinder of parties should be taken advantage of by demurrer, and 
not by motion to strike out a party. McMillan v. Barley, 578. 


DESCRIPTION, 472. 


1. Where, in a patent to B. setting out the boundaries of a grant of land, 
there is an exception as follows: “Within which boundaries there 
hath been heretofore granted 22,688 acres,” the exception is not void 
for uncertainty if it can be shown what land was included in the 
excepted grant. Mfg. Co. v. Frey, 158. 


' 2. Recitals in a deed made by a commissioner of court, in proceedings to 
which plaintiff was a party, containing no reference to the description 
of the land described in the petition, are not evidence cf the identity 
of the land sued for with that described in the petition. Garrison v. 
Tinley, 652. 


DISCRETION OF JUDGE. 


It is within the discretion of the presiding judge, under The Code, sec. 
274, to permit a plaintiff to file a reply, though by reason of laches he 
may not be entitled to do so. McMillan v. Baxley, 578. 


DISTRIBUTIVE SHARE. 


Where money was paid by an administrator to one supposed to be entitled 
as a distributee “in full of his distributive share and on his promise 
to refund should any lawful claim come against the estate,” no cause 
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of action accrued to those who were rightly entitled, and the money 
can only be recovered by the administrator to whom the promise was 
made. Norwood v. O'Neal, 127. 


DIVORCE. 


1. A mensa et thoro.—Where a wife has obtained a divorce a@ mensa et 
thoro she is entitled to recover from her husband the possession and 
use of her lands acquired after the act of 1848 (section 1840 of The 
Code), and whatever rights her husband had in such lands are sus- 
pended until a reconciliation, or until, by her death, he may become 
tenant by the curtesy initiate. Taylor vy. Taylor, 184. 


2: A vinculo matrimonit.—Declarations of paramour admissible, when, 152. 


EASEMENT. 


1. Where, in the grant of an easement, a reservation is made by the 

grantor of a yearly sum to be paid him, it is a covenant, and the 
grantor may bring an action of debt for the nonpayment of the sum 
so reserved. Such covenant runs with land to which it is appurtenant, 
and a subsequent purchaser of the land takes it subject to the burden 
of the easement, and is entitled to collect the compensation. Raby v. 
Reeves, 688. 


2. The grantee who accepts and acts under a deed granting an easement 
and reserving rental is bound by its covenants. I0. 


EJECTMENT. 


Where, in an action for the recovery of land, the defendant, whether he 
might rightfully claim the relation to the plaintiff of lessee or tenant 
in common, waives his right -and disregards his opportunity to 
admit by answer or disclaim the true interest of the plaintiff, he 
eannot, after disputing the plaintiff’s title, fall back on a denial of 
the ouster when every other defense has failed him. Nor, after failing 
to establish his ownership, can he, by his pleadings, make his oc- 
cupancy adverse ab initio so as to mature title against the plaintiff, 
when, in fact, he has held under the plaintiff or those under whom 

he claims. Vaughan v. Parker, 96. 


ENDORSER. 


Part payment of a note by the payee who has endorsed it will not repel 
the bar of the statute of limitations as against the maker, the statute, 
The Code, sec. 371, confining the act, admission or acknowledgment, 
as evidence to repel the bar, to the associated partners, obligors, and 
makers of a note. LeDue v. Butler, 458. 


- BMINENT DOMAIN, 769. 


1. Where a corporation, having the right of eminent domain, and whose 
charter imposes the duty of ascertaining, by a prescribed method the 
damages or benefits resulting to the owner in case of disagreement, 
takes and occupies land without having taken any valid legal pro- 
ceedings to have the damages, etc., assessed, and refuses on the de- 


624 


INDEX 


EMINENT DOMAIN-—Continued. 


mand of the owner to proceed to have such assessment made, such 
owner is entitled to a writ of mandamus compelling the performance 
of the duty imposed by the charter. McDowell v. Asheville, 747. 


2. Although land limited over by way of contingent remainder may not 
be sold for partition until the contingency happens, yet it may be 
taken in the exercise of eminent domain, and the fund awarded as 
damages will be substituted for the realty, to be divided among those 
entitled when the contingency happens. Miller v. Asheville, 759. 


ENTRIES AND GRANTS. 


-1. Where enterers of Cherokee lands, as to the acquisition of which a 
mode of procedure different from that applicable to other public 
lands was in force prior to 1 November, 1883 (see sections 2465, 
2466, and 2477 of The Code), laid their entries in 1855 and 1860, and 
failed to comply with the requirements of law and to pay the pur- 
chase-money and take out grants until February, 1890: Held, that 
their long delay was an abandonment of the equity which their entry 
gave them to acquire title to the lands so entered, and having obtained 
grants, they held the legal titie to the lands in trust for a grantee 
of the same land issued in October, 1890, under an entry made in De- 
cember, 1889, and this would be so even if the later grantee had 
made his entry with notice of the previous entries of 1855 and 1860. 
Kimsey v. Munday, 816. 


2. A grant of land made under a lapsed entry is not necessarily void, and 
where, in an action of ejectment involving conflicting entries, the 
plaintiff seemed to have the senior entry and a senior grant, but the 
defendant, junior grantee under a junior entry, in his defense alleged 
that the plaintiff’s senior entry had lapsed, and set up his equity to 
have the plaintiff declared a trustee for defendant under his later 
entry: Held, that such assertion of counterclaim or equity was not a 
collateral attack on plaintiff’s title. Jb. 


8. Where plaintiff claims under grants issued under lapsed entries he 
cannot fall back on a subsequent entry made a short time before 
such grants were issued. Jb. 


4, Where a junior grant under a junior entry is good against a senior 
grant under a lapsed senior entry* the question of the priority of 
survey is of no moment, nor is vagueness in the junior grantee’s 
entry if cured by his survey and grant. Jb. 


EQUITABLE INTEREST IN LAND. 


When created by an unregistered deed the equitable interest in land may 
ordinarily be extinguished by a return of the consideration and a 
surrender of the deed, but where the grantee is a feme covert the deed 
of herself and husband, with her privy examination, is necessary. 
Miller v. Church, 626. , 


ESTOPPEL, 747, 759. 


1. Where, in ejectment, the jury found that “plaintiff did advise or in- 
duce defendant to buy the land before he purchased the same,” such 
finding is not sufficient to create an estoppel against plaintiff when 
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it is not also found that plaintiff knew of her title when she gave 
the advice, or that defendant did not know of plaintiff's title, or that 
he was deceived by such advice. Bishop v. Minton, 524. 


2. A warranty deed by one having only a contingent remainder in land 
passes the title, by way of estoppel, to the grantee, as soon as the 
remainder vests by the happening of the contingency upon which such 
vesting depends. Foster v. Hackett, 546. 


3. Where, in an action to recover land, a record of proceedings for the 
sale of land to which plaintiff was a party was relied upon as an 
estoppel against the plaintiff, and there was nothing in the record 
to show that the land to which the proceedings related was the same 
as the land for which this action was brought: Held, that such 
record cannot be admitted as an Baer OU, against the plaintiff. Garri- 
son v. Tinley, 652. 


4. The fact that a subcontractor sought in one action to enforce his lien 
against the owner of a building without joining the contractor, can- 
not estop the plaintiff from recovering a judgment against the con- 
tractor in another action, in which the latter and the owner are 
parties. Lumber Co. v. Sanford, 655. 


5. Where an employee or servant of lessees of mining rights works for 
them in exploring the minerals on the land, and afterward acquires 
from the lessors the minera)] rights on the land, he is not estopped 
from denying the title of his former employers to such mineral 
rights, the lease thereof having been forfeited by nonuser. Maawell 
v. Todd, 677. 


EVIDENCE, 304, 853, 845, 859, 875. 


1. While a deed is presumed to have been delivered at the time it bears 
date, evidence aliunde may be admitted to rebut such presumption. 
Vaughan a, Par ker, 96. 


2. The declarations of an alleged paramour made to or in the presence 
of a party to a suit for divorce a vinculo matrimonii, tending to 
show that improper familiarities had been or were about to be in- 
dulged in between them, and such party’s reply to such declarations, 
are admissible in evidence and do not come within the prohibition 
of section 1288 of The Code. Toole v. Toole, 152. 


3. A declaration made by a husband to his wife as follows: “Laura, I 
have told you before, and I tell you again, I don’t want to catch 
Palmer at my house any more,” made in the presence of a witness who 
testified to withnessiug improper and suspicious conduct between the 
feme defendant and Palmer, the alleged paramour, was not such a 
confidential communication between husband and wife as is privi- 
leged, but a command uttered in the presence of another, and was | 
competent testimcny When offered by a third party in connection with 

_testimcny concerning the feme defendant’s improper conduct. J6. 


4. In an aetion for divorce on the ground of adultery of the wife, evidence 
that she offered to pay the costs of a criminal prosecution against 
her alleged paramour was competent, not in any sense as a confes- 


626 


INDEX 


EVIDENCE—Continued. 


10. 


11. 


13. 


14, 


sion of her guilt, but as tending to show interest ‘in and association 
with him and as corroborating other testimony as to adulterous 
intercourse between the parties. Jb. 


\ 


. Minutes of court are admissible as evidence to establish the validity 


of proceedings when the original papers of a cause have been lost or 
burnt. Smith v. Allen, 228. ° 


. Where in an action on a note, the plaintiff, in explanation of a credit 


thereon, offered to prove the declarations of a former owner as to a 
statement made to him by another former owner to whom the pay- 
ment had been made: Held, that such declarations being hearsay, 
were inadmissible. (Harper v. Dail, 92 N. C., 394, distinguished.) 
Spencer v. Fortescue, 268. 


. The whole admissicns in pleadings must be taken together; therefore 


where, in an action on a note, the plaintiff had offered the first 
article of defendant’s answer admitting the debt, it was proper to 
admit as evidence for defendant the second article of the answer, 
which was a qualification of the first. Jb. 


_ An act of the Legislature changing the rules of evidence will not be 


construed as operating restrospectively so as to affect existing rights. 
Lowe v. Harris, 472. 


. The rule requiring the production of a writing itself, as the best evi- 


dence, does not apply to notices of sale under a power in a mortgage, 
and hence parol evidence of the posting of such notices is admissible 
in an action to recover possession of land sold in pursuance thereof. 
McMilian v. Baaley, 578. 


A deed executed by the mortgagee, reciting the sale in pursuance of 
the power, is prima facie evidence that all the terms of the power 
and all requirements as to notice have been complied with. Lunsford 
v. Speaks, 608. 


No question is competent which puts the witness in giving an answer 
to it in the place of the jury, or offers his opinion for their adoption 
upon a matter involved in the issues, or upon some question of fact 
to be passed upon Py them preliminary to a finding upon an issue. 
Wolf v. Arthur, 691. 


. Where, in a proceeding to determine the validity of an order of arrest, 


the issue was as to whether a deed had been executed by the defend- 
ant with intent to defraud his creditors, ete., it was error to’ permit 
the grantees to answer a question whether the trade between them 
and defendant was a bona fide transaction and without fraud. Jb. 


In an action on a draft drawn by and on an agent of a corporation and 
accepted by him in the name of the corporation, the declarations 
of the president, made after the alleged acceptance, were inadmis- 
sible to show the agent’s authority to bind the company. Rumbough 
v. Improvement Co., 751. 


Where, in an action to recover land, the defendants sought to introduce 
in evidence a record of a suit then pending between the plaintiff and 
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another for the purpose of showing that that case was between the 
Same parties and for the same cause of action, and it appeared that ~ 
none of the present defendants was.a party to such suit: Held, that 
the record was properly excluded. Carr v. Alecander, 783. 


15. Where, in a statement of an account between partners, the only testi- 
mony as to an item of charge against one partner was the testimony 
of witnesses that the said partner sold to them, and they paid him 
the money for certain articles of personal property, such as was 
dealt in by the firm: Held, that such testimony was sufficient to 
support the finding by the referee charging ue? item against the 
partner. Biggs v. Waters, 836. 


16. In an action against a partnership for the proceeds of goods sold on - 
consignment, a statement of account rendered by one of the partners 
long after the dissolution of the copartnership, showing the indebted- 
ness of the firm, not to the plaintiff, but to a third party, between 
whom and plaintiff no privity is shown, is not admissible as evidence 
either to bind the defendants or to contradict a deposition of one of 
the partners. Detrick v. McLean, 840. 


17. On a trial for murder, the solicitor was permitted to ask a female 
witness (for whose favor the deceased and the prisoner were rivals, 
and who was sitting in the lap of the deceased just before the fatal 
struggle) whether the prisoner, when he came towards her and the 
deceased appeared to be mad or in fun, the reply being that he 
seemed to be mad: Held, that such question, being only a simpler 
form of an inquiry as to what the manner of defendant was when he 
approached deceased, was nct improperly admitted. S. v. Hdwards, 
901. 


18. The declarations of a prisoner made immediately after and not during 
the transaction constituting the offense with which he is charged, are 
not admissible in evidence, except as corroborative of his evidence, 
if he has availed himself of the privilege of testifying in his own 
behalf. J0. 


19. On trial for murder the defendant cannot complain of the exclusion 

of his declarations made after the struggle and shooting, which re- 

sulted in the death of his antagonist, if in a subsequent period of the 

trial all of such declarations were admitted after the State had 
ealled out a part of them. Jb. 


EXCEPTION TO JUDGE’S CHARGE. 


1. Where the judge below, in instructing the jury, submitted a phase of 
a question which there was no evidence to support, an oral exception 
to the question immediately taken and noted and assigned as error 
for the case on appeal is sufficient to present the matter on appeal, 
though no written instruction on the subject was prayed for by the 
excepting counsel before the close of the evidence as provided by 
section 415 of The Code. Lee v. Williams, 510. 


2. Exceptions to the judge’s charge, filed in the clerk’s office after the 
settlement of the case on appeal, are not properly a part of the tran- 
script on appeal, and should not be sent up. Hemphill v. Morrison, T56. 
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8. The purpose of requiring exceptions to be made specifically in appel- 
lant’s statement of case is that the judge, in settling the case, may 
send up such parts of the testimony as are pertinent to the parts of 
the charge excepted to, and that the appellee may be apprised at 
the “settlement” of the case and before argument here of the true 
grounds upon which the appeal is based. Jb. 


4. The judge below has no authority without the consent of the appellee 
to extend the time fixed by the statute for filing exceptions, and no 
agreement of counsel, when denied and not entered upon the record 
or in writing, will be considered by this Court. Jb. 


EXCU SABLE NEGLECT. 


Where a judgment has been rendered on a verdict, the judgment and 
verdict cannot be set aside for excusable neglect, etc., under section 
274 of The Code. Brown v. Rhinehart, T72. 


EXECUTOR. See also, Administrator. 
1. Application by, for ccnstruction of will, 102. 
2. RIGHT oF, TO POSSESSION OF LAND. 


Where an executor was charged with the management of land, which 
implied the right of possession until the trust should be fully carried | 
out, upon his death and the appointment of an administrator de 
bonis non, cium testamento annexo, the latter became entitled to the 
possession of the land, and can recover the same from those with- 
holding it. Smathers v. Moody, T91. 


EXECUTION SALE. 


1. A purchaser at an execution sale, a stranger to and having no notice 
of any irregularity or fraud in the judgment under which he buys, 
has only to inquire if the court from which the execution issued had 
jurisdiction of the parties and the subject-matter. Williams v. 
Johnson, 424. : 


2. Inadequacy of price bid at an execution sale is no ground for con- 
testing the title of the purchaser by the debtor. Jb. 
EXEMPTION RIGHTS, PRESENT VALUE OF. 


The Court having no rule by which to determine the present value in 
cash of exemption rights, the present division of a fund representing 
such exemption must be attained by arbitration or agreement among 

the claimants. Vanstory v. Thornton, 196. 


EXPERT TESTIMONY. 
When admissible to explain doubtful language of written contract. 
Simpson v. Pegram, 541, 
EXTRADITED CRIMINAL. 


Upon a fugitive’s surrender to the State demanding his return in pur- 
suance of national law, he may be tried in the State to which he is 
returned for any other offense than that specified in the requisition 
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for his rendition, and in so trying him against his objection, no right, 
privilege or immunity secured to him by the Constitution and laws 
of the United States is thereby denied him, 8S. v. Glover, 896. 


FALSE PRETENSE. 


Since the passage of chapter 205, Acts of 1891, defining a felony, in indict- 
ment for false pretense which omits the world “feloniously,” is 
fatally defective. S. v. Bryan, 848. 


FAMILY. 


The dependent family of a decedent for whom sections 2116 and 2117 of 
The Code provide, are those within the prescribed age residing with 
the widow at the death of her husband, and not at the date of the 
application. Jn re Hayes, T6. 


FELONIOUSLY. 


The omission of the world “feloniously” in a bill of indictment for false 
pretense is a fatal defect. S. v. Caldwell, 854. 


FEME COVERT. 


1. A contract by a feme covert cannot, by the terms of the same, in the 
absence of a deed debarring her from claiming a homestead in her 
land, be made such a charge upon the land as will deprive her of the 
right to claim her exemption. Bailey v. Barron, 54, 


2. Where a judgment of the Superior Court declared the indebtedness 
of husband and wife to be a “charge” upon the separate estate of 
the wife and ordered a sale of her Jand to pay the same: Held, such 
adjudicated charge was subordinate to her homestead and personal 
property exemptions, and the commissioner should first allot the same 
and then sell the excess. Ib. 


3. The common law disability of-a married woman to make a contract, 
except in cases permitted by the statute, obtains in this State. Arm- 
strong v. Best, 59. 


4, A contract of feme covert domiciled in this State, not a free trader 
and not having the consent of her husband, although ‘made in a State 
where fomes covert may contract, cannot be enforced here. Jb. 


5. A feme covert owning land under a settlement by deed in trust is 
subject to the express restrictions of the deed as to the manner of | 
exercising her control cver the same, and cannot dispose of or en- 
eumber it otherwise than by strict conformity to the methods pre- 
scribed by the deed. Mayo v. Farrar, 66. 


6. A feme covert who puts a lien on her land to secure the debt of another 
becomes surety to the extent of the property so encumbered. Davis 
». Lassiter, 128. 


7. But if, in such case, the creditor agrees that funds belonging to the 
principal and coming to his (the creditor’s) hands shall be applied to 
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the payment of the secured debt, but applies such funds to the credit 
of other notes of the principal debtor, her land will be exonerated 
and she will be entitled to have the deed canceled. Jb. 


8. The equitable interest created by an unregistered deed can ordinarily 
be extinguished by a return of the consideration and a surrender of 
the deed, but where the grantee is a feme covert such equitable estate 
can only be divested by her deed and privy examination and joinder 
of her husband. Miller v. Church, 626. 


9. Where, in an action to recover land, it appeared that plaintiff’s grantor 
had previously conveyed it to his daughter, a feme covert, who, after 
retaining the deed for a year without having it recorded, returned it 
to her father just before her death, with instructions to destroy it, 
which he did: Held, that plaintiff was not entitled to recover the — 
land from the defendants, the heirs of the daughter, who were in 
possession under the equitable title acquired from her. Jb. 


10. Where property has been placed in the hands of a trustee for the sole 
and separate use of a married woman she has no power of disposi- 
tion over it except such as is.clearly given in the instrument creating, 
the trust and in the manner therein prescribed. Munroe v. Tren- 
holm, 634. 


FOREIGN RESIDENTS. 


Citizens of different States of the American Union are not foreign to 
each other so as to admit of the operation of the rule (which is not 
settled) that an undisclosed foreign principal cannot maintain an 
action on a contract made by his agent with another. Barham v. 
Bell, 181. 


FRAUDULENT CONVEYANCE, 83, 180, 278, 671, 691. 


1. A voluntary conveyance is fraudulent in law as to existing creditors 
when the grantor does not at the time of the conveyance retain 
property fully sufficient and available for the satisfaction of his 
then creditors. Clement we, Cozart, 412. 


2. If a conveyance fraudulent in law be declared void at the suit of an 
existing creditor, all creditors, those existing at the time of the execu- 
tion of the conveyance and also subsequent creditors, will be entitled 
to come in and participate in the fund arising from the sale of the 
property, subject to existing priorities of lien or those obtained by 
diligence. Jb. _ | 


3. A creditor whose debt arose subsequently to the conveyance may bring 
the action and show the fraud in law, and further, that there are 
debts unpaid and capable of being enforced which were in existence 
at the time of the execution of the voluntary deed. 70. 


4. Where a voluntary conveyance is fraudulent in fact (as upon a secret 
trust for the benefit of the grantor, and for the purpose of hindering 
and delaying his creditors) the action may be brought by the subse- 
quent as well as the existing creditor, and the subsequent creditor 
need not allege and prove that one or more of the existing debts is 
still unpaid. J0. 
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®). Where, in an action in the form of a creditors’ bill to set aside a con- 
veyance .as fraudulent, instituted by a creditor whose claim arose 
subsequent to the conveyance, the allegations were that at the time 
of the conveyance, the grantor was insolvent, that the deed was made 
with intent to hinder, delay, and defraud existing and subsequent 
creditors, and that the conveyance was voluntary and on some secret 
trust for the benefit of the grantor, and there was evidence tending to 
show that the deed was to grantor’s children, that it was secretly 
made and the registration thereof was long delayed, and that the 
grantor remained in possession: Held, that the submission to the jury 
of the single issue as to whether the deed was made by the grantor 
with intent to hinder, delay, or defraud the plaintiff (a subsequent 
ereditor) unduly limited the inquiry to the present intent in grantor’s 
mind, at the time of the execution of the deed, to defraud plaintiff. 
Such special inguiry would not be necessary if the jury were satis- 
fied that there was a secret trust, a continuing fraud evidenced by 
the grantor’s remaining in possession, ete. Jb. 


6. When presumptions of fraud arise, as from dealings between father 
and son, the jury must, under proper instructions, find the fraudulent 
intent, unless it is rebutted by proof. Jb. 


FRAUDULENT INTENT, 412, 671, 691. 


1. Where, in an action to set aside a conveyance made by a deceased 
husband to a trustee to secure a debt due to his wife, the validity 
of the debt was not attacked, but it appeared that, at the time of the 
execution of the deed, the husband was embarrassed by debt and had 
little or no property except that so conveyed, and that creditors other 
than she knew nothing of the debt due from the trustor to his wife, 
or of the dced in trust to secure the debt: Feld, that these facts con- 
stituted no evidence of a fraudulent intent on the part of the trus- 
tor or knowledge of such intent on the part of the wife. Nadal v. 
Britton,. 180. | 


2, Where the bona fides of a debt was admitted, and the exccution and 
delivery of a deed of trust to secure the same were established, and 
there was no evidence that the beneficiary withheld the deed from 
registration to bolster the credit of the trustor, the fact that such 
deed was not registered for nearly four years after its execution 
and delivery, was no evidence that the beneficiary, the wife of the 
trustor, had any knowledge of the fraudulent intent of her husband 
in making such conveyance. Jb. 


3. In such case (the principal consideration for the execution of the deed 
being money then leaned by the wife to the husband) the burden .was 
upen the plaintiffs to prove not only the fraudulent intent of the 
grantor, but also the fact that his wife, the secured creditor, had 
knowledge of that intent and participated in it. 06. 


4. While a statement made to two of the plaintiffs by the wife, during 
her husband’s last illness, that he owed nothing, and that, there- 
fore, it would not be necessary to sell the house and lot, which she 
wished her daughters to have, might, perhaps, tend to show that 
her debt was fictitious, yet, the debt being admitted, it did not tend 
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to show that she had knowledge that her husband, when he borrowed 
her money and secured its repayment by a deed in trust, was con- 
triving to hinder or delay his creditors, present or future. 06. 


FRAUDULENT JUDGMENT. 


Innocent purchaser at sale made under fraudulent judgment is not af- 
fected by the fraud. Williams v. Johnson, 424. 


FURNITURE. - 
What is included in a bequest of “furniture.” Ruffin v. Ruffin, 102. 
GENERAL ASSEMBLY. | | 


An act of the General Assembly ought not to be assumed to be unconsti- 
tutional by a subordinate officer of the State government. Board of 
Education v. Kenan, 566. 


- GUARDIAN AND WARD, 408. 


Where a guardian, carelessly and without deliberation, or, at the most, 
upon the hasty and “horseback” opinion of counsel, until then em- 
ployed by the debtor and not by himself, and not by way of compro- 
mise of a doubtful claim, accepted from a solvent debtor half the sum 
he shculd have collected, he is responsible at the suit of his ward for 
what he failed or neglected to collect. Culp v. Stanford, 664. 


HEIR. 


An heir may contest validity of judgment taken against administrator 
after proceedings begun for sale of land for assets. Tilley v. Bivens, 
(348, | | 


HOMESTEAD. |. 


1. Where the indebtedness of a husband and wife’was adjudicated to be a 
“charge” upon the wife’s land, and a commissioner was appointed to 
sell it, it was his duty to first allot a homestead and then sell the 
excess. Bailey v. Barron, 54. 


2. In such case the allotted homestead cannot be sold to satisfy the 
“charge” until the homestead estate or right ends. 0. 


3. A feme covert cannot, by a contract, in the absence of a deed debarring 
her from.claiming a homestead, make a charge upon the Jand, so as 
to deprive her of the exemptions allowed by the Constitution. J0. 


4, The proceeds of the sale of land outside of the allotted homestead of a 
debtor should be applied to the payment of a judgment docketed in | 
the county where the land lies, before anything is paid on a mortgage 
on same land registered subsequently to the docketing of the judg- 
ment. Gulley v. Thurston, 192. 


5. The homestead right, estate or “advantage” is salable or assignable, 
and the purchaser can hold the land to which it pertains, to the exclu- 
sion of an ordinary senior judgment creditor until that right, estate 
or “advantage” terminates. Vanstory v. Thornton, 196. 
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6. A judgment debtor who, subsequent to the docketing of the judgment, 
and with the joinder of his wife, if married, mortgages land, includ- 
ing his homestead, and fails to pay the judgment and mortgage debts, 
loses his land outside of the homestead, because it must be devoted to 
the discharge of the judgment lien; he also loses his right to use the. 
homestead land, because by proper deed he has assigned it to the 
mortgagee, who acquired all his rights to the homestead estate or 
“advantage.” IJ0. . 


7. Therefore, where, in an action to which a judgment creditor, junior 
mortgagees and the judgment debtor were all parties, and the purpose 
of which was to foreclose the mortgages as well as to reappraise and 
reallot the homestead by reason of improvements having been put 
thereon, making it werth much in excess of $1,000, it was consented 
that the land should be sold and the fund distributed by the court 
according to the respective claims and liens of the parties, and it was 
further conceded that the land would sell for more than $1,000, and 
that the excess over that sum should represent what the land outside 
of the homestead would have brought if the homestead had been 
actually allotted and the excess sold: Held, (1) that such excess 
must be applied on the judgment which was docketed prior to the 
registration of the mortgages; (2) that the sum of $1,000, which rep- 
resents the newly allotted homestead, remains subject to the Jien of 
so much of the judgment as may not be satisfied by the application of 
the excess over $1,000 of the proceeds of the sale, but it cannot be 
applied to the satisfaction of such lien until the termination of the 
debtor’s exemption rights; (8) until such termination, the fund rep- 
resenting the homestead will be invested under direction of the court, 
and the interest accruing thereon will be applied on the mortgage 
debts according to the priority of liens, and any remainder of the 
corpus, after paying off the judgment, will be used to pay off any bal- 
ance remaining due on the mortgages. (CLARK, J., dissenting.) Jb. 


8. The courts having no rule by which to determine the present value in 
cash of exemption rights, the present division of a fund representing 
such exemption, if desired, must be attained by arbitration or agree- 
ment among the claimants. J0. 


9. In an action to recover land sold under execution on a judgment ren- 
dered by a justice of the peace and docketed in the Superior Court, 
parol testimony was properly admitted (upon proof or admission of 
the loss of the original papers) to prove that the note was executed 
prior to the year 1868, when the homestead exemption was estab- 
lished. Buie v. Scott, 375. 


10. The debt being one prior to 1868, the defendant, the widow of the exe- 
cution debtor, is not entitled to a homestead in the land so sold, but 
the purchaser at the sheriff’s sale became the owner, and is entitled 
to recover the land subject only to the widow’s right of dower. Jb: 


HUSBAND AND WIFE, 293, 370, 622, 671. 


1. Where land. was conveyed to a trustee for the use and benefit of the 
wife, and she was authorized in the deed to dispose of the same by 
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will or deed (if by the latter, with the joinder of the trustee), she to 
have the exclusive use and benefit of the land, a mortgage given by 
her and her husband without the joinder of the trustee was inopera- 
tive and void. Mayo v. Farrar, 66. 


2. Since the act of 1848 (section 1840 of The Code), tenancy by the cur- 
tesy initiate confers no rights which the husband may assert against 
the wife as respects her real estate acquired before that act took 

_ effect, the intention thereof being to provide a home which she cannot 
be deprived of, either by her husband or his creditors. YVaylor v. Tay- 
lor, 184. 


3. Where a wife has obtained a divorce a@ mensa et thoro, whatever rights 
her husband had in her lands are suspended until reconciliation shall 
be effected, or until by her death, he may become tenant by the cur- 
tesy consummate, and; therefore, she is entitled se recover possession 
of her land from him for her own use. Jb. 


4, Where a husband, without the authority, joinder or knowledge of his 
wife, mortgaged the crops on her Jand for supplies, which were 
expended in making the crops, and the mortgagee had notice of the 
wife’s ownership by recitals in the deed, and there was no evidence 
of any representations made by his wife by which the mortgagee was 
misled, the mortgagee acquired no right to such crops as against the 
wife. Wells v. Batts, 288. 


_ 5, Acquiescence by a wife for several years previous in the management 
and control, by her husband, of her lands, and the disposition by him 
of the crops grown thereon, does not, of itself, authorize the husband 
as her agent to mortgage the crops to one having notice of her owner- 
ship. Jb. 


6. Evidence of the surrender of the rights of the wife to the husband dur- 
ing their joint occupancy of land must be positive and unequivocal in 
order to confer proprietary control upon him. Tb. 


INADEQUACY OF PRICE. 


While creditors of an execution debtor may use inadequacy of price bid 
as an evidence of fraud and collusion between the purchaser and the 
debtor, the latter cannot make it the ground of contesting the title of 
the purchaser at the execution sale against him. Williams v. John- 
son, 424. 


INDICTMENT. 


1. Since the passage of chapter 205, Laws 1891, which defines a felony to 
be a crime punishable by death or imprisonment in the State Prison, 
an indictment for obtaining goods by false pretense is fatally defect- 
ive if the word “feloniously” be omitted. S. v. Bryan, 848; 8. v. Cald- 
well, 854. 


2. A bill of indictment for felony, though defective, should not be quashed, 
but the prisoner should be held until the solicitor can send a new biil 
corms. the defect. S. v. Caldwell, 854. 
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3. In an indictment for cruelty to animals, ete., the allegation or proof of 


torture or cruelty is not required, except as it is involved in unneces- 
sary suffering knowingly and willfully permitted. 8S. v. Porter, 887. 


INFANTS. 


1. An alleged contract of purchase made by a minor (whose infancy is un- 


ot 


disclosed) or by one pretending to act as his agent, under an agree- 
ment to mortgage the land back to secure the purchase-money, is a 
nullity. Sawyer v. Northan, 261. 


The right to avoid a contract on the ground of the disability of nonage 


is a peculiar personal privilege of the infant, though if he bring suit 
in his own name, or next friend, for services rendered another, the 
decree will be conclusive on him as well as the defendant. Hicks. v. 
Beam, 642. 


. Where an infant, without the intervention of a guardian or next friend, 


undertakes to prosecute his suit in his own name, the debtor has a 
right to objeet to his recovery, since the infant may repudiate the 
judgment if rendered before his majority, but such objection must be 
interposed in apt time and in the prescribed mode, which is by plea in 
abatement or by defense set up in the answer and before the trial on 
the merits. JD. 


Where, in an action by an infant in his own name against defendant 


for services rendered, the defendant relied upon a general denial of 
the indebtedness as his sole defense, thereby waiving objection to 
plaintiff's disability to sue: Held, that a motion to dismiss the action 
after the testimony was all in, was made too late to be enter- 
tained. Jb. 


Where an infant institutes an action in his own name and arrives at 


full age before the trial, the Judgment is binding on both plaintiff and 
defendant. Jb. 


INJUNCTION. 
1. Where, in an action brought to cancel a deed of trust given by a feme 


covert conveying her land to secure the debt of her husband, an appli- 
cation was made for an injunction restraining the sale of her land, 
and the affidavits raised a well-defined issue involving the equity for 
exoneration and cancellation, the injunction was properly continued 
to the hearing. Davis v. Lassiter, 128. 


2. The prohibition in the general Machinery Act against granting injunc- 


tions is applicable by its terms only to such as are levied by that par- 
ticular act, and does not apply when the right to collect taxes in 
arrears has been revived by a statute for the benefit of a sheriff’s 
sureties containing no restrictions applicable to a particular case 
arising thereunder. Moore v. Sugg, 238. 


8. An act to enable the sureties of a sheriff to collect taxes In arrears 


contained no provision prohibiting the courts from granting injunc- 
tions, but purchasers of land without notice of unpaid taxes were 
relieved from the encumbrance of a lien for taxes on the land bought 
by them. In a suit brought by the owner of land to restrain a sale 
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10. 


11. 


12. 


138. 


of land for unpaid taxes, the complaint alleged that he had no notice 
that the land which he had bought at a foreclosure sale was encum- 
bered by a claim for unpaid taxes; and the defendant, in his answer, 
averred that the plaintiff had actual notice of such encumbrance. In 
such case, there being a serious dispute in reference to a very material 
fact, an injunction was properly granted until the hearing. 1b. 


; Where a mortgagor in possession has full defense to an action for 


ejectment, when brought by a purchaser at a special sale under a 
mortgage barred by the statute of limitations, an injunction will not 
issue to prevent the sale under mortgage; otherwise, if there was 
a contest as to the amount due on the mortgage debt. Hutaff v. 
Adrian, 259. 


. Where there is a serious controversy as to the bona fides of an assign- 


ment and of the debts preferred, as well as of the fitness of the 
assignee, an injunction should be granted to prevent the sale of the 
property pending litigation. Preiss v. Cohen, 278. 


. While the fact of insolvency is not decisive of the right to injunctive 


relief, yet in some cases it becomes material. R. R. v. Mining Co., 661. 


. The fact that one railroad occupies land which is claimed by another 


road as its right of way, is not in itself an irreparab‘e tort which will 
justify restraining the defendant from using the land until the ques- 
tion of title can be tried, especially when it is not alleged that the 
defendant is insolvent, and where it appears that there is room on 
the disputed territory for the construction of both roads. J0. 


. A restraining order can be issued in any cause by any judge of the 


Superior Court anywhere in the State, and made returnable at any 
time within twenty days, at any place, before a judge residing in or 
assigned to or holding by exchange the courts within the district in 
which the county where the cause is pending is situated. Hamilion 
v. Icard, 589. | 


. A perpetual injunction can be granted only in the county where the 


cause is pending, and by the judge who tries the cause at the final 
hearing. Jb. 


The jurisdiction to grant an injunction till the hearing is restricted to 
the resident judge of the district, or the judge assigned thereto or 
holding by exchange the courts of the district within which the county 
wherein the cause is pending is situated. J0. 


If the judge before whom the order is made returnable fails to hear it, 
any judge resident in or assigned to or holding by exchange the courts 
of some adjoining district may hear it upon giving ten days notice to 
the parties interested. Jb. 


By stipulation in writing, duly signed by their attorneys, they may, 
under section 337, designate any other judge than those indicated by 
section 336 of The Code to hear the application. Jb. 


No formal “case on appeal’ is required on an appeal from an order 
granting an injunction until the hearing. Jb. 
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14. Where, in an action to redeem a mortgage on realty under which the 
trustee has advertised the land for sale, the complaint alleges that 
the contract, to secure which the mertgage was given, iS usurious and 
was made payable in another State to avoid the usury laws of this 
State, there is a “serious issue” between the parties, which entitles 

. the plaintiff to an order restraining the sale until the hearing. Mero- 
ney v. Loan Assn., S42. 


INSOLVENCY OF CORPORATION, 


While the fact of insolvency is not decisive of the right to injunctive 
relief, yet in some cases it becomes material. R. R. v. Mining Co., 661. 


INSTRUCTION TO JURY, 720, 778. 


1. Requests for special instructions to jury, aS well as a request that the 
judge shall put his charge in writing, should be made at or before 
the close of the testimony. Ward v. R. R., 168. 


. ‘ 

2. A request to charge the jury is properly refused where there is nothing 
in the pleadings or evidence upon which to base it; so, also, when an 
instruction assumed certain facts as proven, upon which the testimony 
was conflicting. McMillan v. Bawley, 578. 


3. Where a prayer for instruction does not appear in the record, an excep- 
tion to the refusal of the judge to give it will not be considered on 
appeal. J06. 


4, Prayers for instructions to the jury, although in writing, not made at 
or before the close of the evidence, but after argument was begun on 
the trial, were not in apt time, and it was not error to refuse them. 
Luttrell v. Martin, 598. 


5. Unless a prayer for instruction is made, 4 mere omission to charge is 
not error. WS. v. Jackson, 851. 


INTENT. See, also, Fraudulent Intent. 


Where presumptions of fraud arise, as from dealings between father and 
son, the jury must, under proper instructicns, find the fraudulent 
intent, unless it is rebutted by proof. Clement v. Cozart, 412. 


ISSUES, 44. 


1. The only restriction upon the power of a trial judge to settle the issues 
for a jury is that they shall be such as arise out of the pleadings, 
such that the court, upon the verdict, may proceed to judgment, and 
such as will allow the parties to present to the jury any material 
view of the law arising out of the testimony which counsel may 

_ request the ccurt to embody in its instructions to the jury. Vaughan 
v. Parker, 96. 

2. Where there is no evidence to support a proposed issue for the jury, 

the latter should not be submitted. Vanstory v. Thornton, 196. 


3. An issue framed to ascertain the intent of one party to a contract, 
rather than the agreement between the parties, should not be sub- 
mitted to the jury. Spencer v. Fortescue, 268. 
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4. When an issue submitted by the court is in entire conformity with the 
answer, and broad enough to comprehend an alleged parol trust set up 
by the defendant in an action of ejectment, and is substantially the 

* same as the issue tendered by the defendant, it is not error to refuse 
to submit the latter. Hamilion v. Buchanan, 463. . 


5. Where, by consent of the parties, the judge frames the issues at the 
clese of the testimony, and no exception is made on the trial to such 
issues or the evidence or charge, objection cannot be raised on appeal 
that the issues submitted were not such as arose on the pleadings. 
Exceptions to the issues should be made on the trial, so that the 
judge may, if he thinks proper, revise and correct them. Wills v. 
Fisher, 529. 


6. Exceptions to issues for the jury should be made on the trial, so that 
the judge may revise and correct them, if necessary. JD. 


7. Where the issues submitted by the court were substantially the same © 
as those offered by a party on the trial, it was not error to refuse to 
submit the latter. Luttrell v. Martin, 593. 


8. Where exceptions are not taken to a refusal to submit issues tendered 
or those submitted, until after verdict on a motion for new trial, such 
exceptions are too late to be considered on appeal. Carr v. Alexan- 
der, 783. 


9. It is not error to refuse to submit issues tendered by a party, in an 
action of ejectment, when it appears that every pertinent inquiry can 
be presented in the three issues ordinarily submitted in such actions. 
Kimsey v. Munday, 816. 


JOINT-STOCK ASSOCIATIONS, 38382. 


1. An association of persons doing business as a joint-stock company, hay- 
ing no charter, either by special act of the General Assembly or under 
the general law, and hence having no corporate existence, is a part- 
nership, and suit may be brought by each creditor against any or all 
of the members or partners; and where such association becomes 
insolvent its members or stockholders who are creditors are not 
entitled to any dividend on their debts until the other creditors shall 
be paid in full. Bain v. Clinton Loan Assn., 248. 


2. Where a joint-stock (unincorporated) association is succeeded. by an 
incorporated company, whose stockholders are the members of the 
joint-stock association and pay their subscriptions to the stock of the 
new, not in cash, but in stock of the old coneern, they are debtors to 
the full amount subscribed by them; and if they are also creditors of 
the corporation, and it becomes insolvent, they cannot share in any 
part of the assets until their liability has been paid in full. In such 
case the receiver should retain all dividends on debts due to stock- 
holders thus indebted to the corporation until he is ready to make a 
final settlement with all the creditors. J0. 


3. Individuals associated in business and claiming to be a corporation and 
exempt from individual liability for its contracts, in order to shield 
themselves from such liability, must be able to show that the corpo- 
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ration exists by virtue of a charter granted by the General Assembly 
or under the general law; when no charter exists, such association is 
a partnership. Hanstein v. Johnson, 2538. 


4, Sections 1 and 38 of Article VIII of the Constitution do not create 
joint-stock associations, but are directions to the General Assembly 
not to grant special charters to corporations (which word, by force of 
section 35, includes joint-stock associations), except where the object 
cannot be attained under the general law. J0. 


5. Members of a joint-stock association (unincorporated) are individually 
liable, jointly and severally, for its debts, and the acceptance by such 
association of an act of the General Assembly authorizing it to be- 
come a corporation dces not relieve its members from liability for 
debts contracted before such acceptance; otherwise as to debts con- 
tracted after the acceptance. Fertilizer Co. v. Clute, 440. 


6. Notes given by an agent of a corporation in pursuance of a contract 
made by him in behalf of a joint-stock association, before the act of 
incorporation was accepted, are binding upon those who were mem- 
bers before such acceptance. Jb. . 


7. Where an agent of a corporation, under a contract made by him with a 
fertilizer company on behalf of a joint-stock association before accept- 
ance of an act of incorporation, took notes from those to whom he 
sold guano, and turned them over to the fertilizer company, which 
afterwards returned them to him for collection, and the amount col- 
lected was mingled with the funds of the corporation and applied to 
its use: Held, that the members of the association who were such 
before the act of incorporation was accepted are not personally liable 
for the amounts so collected and converted. J0. 


JUDGE. 
ASSIGNED TO A DISTRICT. 


By the act of 1885, ch. -i80, sec. 8, a judge assigned to a district is the 
judge thereof for six months, beginning either January or July first; 
and where a restraining order was made returnable before such 
judge at a place outside of the district, and after the courts were 
over, but before the end of the term of assignment to the district, 
such judge had jurisdiction to hear the application and grant the 
injunction until the hearing. Hamilton v. Icard, 589. 


Power of, to settle issues for the jury, 96. 
Expression of opinion by, what is not, 851. 
JUDGH’S CHARGE, 720, 851, 859. 


1. It is the province, if not the duty, of the nisi prius judge to instruct 
the jury, upon the testimony, what acts constitute a renunciation of a 
contract, and it is error for him to leave to them to determine 
whether the contract still subsists, without giving a definition of what 
amounts to an abandonment. Taylor v. Taylor, 27. 
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2. 


10. 


11. 


12. 


A request that the judge shall put his charge in writing should be made 
at or before the close of the testimony, which is the limit of ‘apt 
time.” Ward v. R. B., 168. 


. A general exception to a “charge as given” by the trial judge cannot be 


considered on appeal. J0. 


. Where, in an action for assault, there was no material conflict of testi- 


mony, and that of the defendant put the matter in the most favorable 
light for himself, it was not error for the judge to charge the jury 
that if they believed the defendant’s statement as to the facts (which 
was equivalent to saying that if they believed the evidence in the 
most favorable light in which it could be considered for the defend- 
ant), the plaintiff was entitled to some damages. White v. Barnes, 
823. 


. In such action, where there was no evidence showing that the plaintiff 


‘engaged in or showed a willingness to fight, defendant cannot com- 
plain of an instruction “that plaintiff is entitled to recover, even 
though he entered the fight willingly.” J6. 


. A request to charge the jury is properly refused where there is nothing 


in the pleadings or evidence upon wi to base it. McMillan v. Bax- 
ley, 578. 


. Where a prayer for an instruction does not appear in the record, an 


exception to the refusal of the judge to give it will not be considered 
‘in this Court. Jb. 


. An instruction which assumed as proved certain facts upon which the 


testimony was conflicting was properly refused. Jb. 


. Where the prayer for instruction was, “That before a power of sale 


conferred in a mortgage can have any force, it must be shown to the 
satisfaction of the jury” that the sale was regular and fairly con- 
ducted, it was not error for the presiding judge to substitute the 
words “by a preponderance of the testimony” for the words “to the 
satisfaction of the jury.” J0. 


Under the statute (chapter 33, Laws 1887), there can be no presump- 
tion of contributory negligence; hence it was error in a trial judge to 
instruct the jury, in an action for damages resulting from the negli- 
gence of defendant, that the burden of proof was upon the plaintiff 
to show that she was not herself guilty of negligence, though the 
defendant offered no testimony. Jordan v. Asheville, 748. 


Where, upon an issue as to whether an injury complained of was 
caused by the negligence of the defendant, the plaintiff made a prima 
facie case, the judge ought to have instructed the jury to find the 
issue in her favor if they believed her testimony, and it was error to — 
blend his instructions on that issue with those on an issue relating to 
contributory negligence. Jb. 


Where, in a trial for murder, it appears that in no aspect of the testi- 
mony, and under no inference fairly deducible from it, the prisoner is 
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JUDGE'S CHARGE Continued. 


guilty of murder, it is error to refuse a prayer for instruction to the 
jury that they must not return a verdict for any higher offense than 
manslaughter. S. v. Miller, 878. 


13. Though the law may raise a presumption from a given state of facts, 


nothing more appearing, it is the province of the court, when all] the 
facts are developed and known, to tell the jury whether, in every 
aspect of the testimony, such presumption is rebutted. J0. 


14. A mere omission to charge is not error unless a prayer for instruction 


is made. S. v. Jackson, $51. 


JUDGMENT, 311, 424, 655. 


1. The lien of a judgment duly docketed in the county where the land lies 


w 


4. 


ai 


ES 


is superior to that of a subsequently registered mortgage on land out- 
side of the debtor’s allotted homestead, and the proceeds of a sale of 
such land should be applied first to the payment of the judgment 
debt. Gulley v. Thurston, 192. 


. A docketed judgment is a lien on all the land of the debtor in the 


county where docketed from the date of the docketing, and the credi- 
tor may presently enforce the same on all the debtor’s lands outside 
of the homestead boundaries, but must await the termination of the 
homestead estate to subject the land to which it pertains, and no act 
of the debtor can change or impair the creditor’s rights under such 
lien. Vanstory v. Thornton, 196. 


. Relief against a final judgment rendered by a justice of the peace, and 


alleged to have been obtained by fraud and collusion between him 
and others, cannot be had by means of a writ of recordari, but must 
be sought by an independent action. King v. BR. R., 318. 


W. S., in whom a legacy had vested, died without issue or next of kin, 


except his father, J. S., who died subsequently; V. was appointed 
administrator of both, and in both capacities sued to recover the 
legacy: Held, that it is immaterial whether judgment was rendered 
in favor of V. as administrator of the father or the son, as, in either 
case, he is bound by the Judgment. Varner v. Johnston, 570. 


Where an administrator against whom a judgment guando was taken 


in 1869, in an action begun prior to the Code of Civil Precedure, died 
soon thereafter, and administration de benis non was not taken out 
until 1886, and suit was brought on such judgment in 1890: Held, 
that no presumpticn of payment Can arise, inasmuch as in computing 
the time under the statute the period during which there was no 
administration must be excluded. Dickson v. Crawley, 629. 


Where a judgment was obtained against an administrator of a dece- 


dent and his surety in 1869 cn a cause of action arising and in a suit 
coimmenced before the adoption of the Code of Civil Procedure, the 
judgment being quando as to the administrator, and absolute and 
final as to the surety, an action on the latter was a new causa litis 
and governed by the statute of limitations as prescribed in The Code, 
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10. 


11. 


12. 


while the statute of presumptions under the prior law is alone appli- 
‘cable to the action on the quando judgment against the administra- 
tor. Ib. 


. The failure of a judge to adjudicate as to costs does not affect or ren- 


der invalid as a final judgment an adjudication upon another matter 
embraced therein. Young v. Connelly, 646. 


. Where it appeared from a will in evidence, without objection, that one 


of the claimants of land condemned by a city, was entitled to a life 
estate only therein, a judgment in favor of such claimant for the 
value of the life estate only, was properly rendered in a suit relating 
to damages for such condemnation. Miller v. Asheville, 769. 


. Where a judgment has been rendered on a verdict, the judgment and 


verdict may not be set aside for excusable neglect, etc., under section 
274 of The Code. Brown v. Rhinehart, T72. 


The motion for arrest of judgment on the ground of the insufficiency of 
the bill of indictment may be taken in this Court for the first time. 
S. v. Caldwell, 854. 


A judgment non obstante veredicto can only be rendered on the face of 
the pleadings. Lewis v. Foard, 402. 


A purchaser at a judicial sale will be protected if the sale was author- 
ized by a judgment rendered by a court having jurisdiction of the 
subject-matter and the person, although the judgment might be im- 
peached for irregularity. Dickens v. Long, 311. 


JURISDICTION. 


ie 


Of judge assigned to a district, 141, 502, 589. _ 
Of Railroad Commission. See Railroad Commission. 


Of State courts, 390, 796, 896. 


. The Superior Court has jurisdiction of an action on the bond of a 


register of deeds to recover a penalty of $200 for failure to discharge 
the duties required of him by section 1814 of The Code. Joyner v. 
Roberts, 111. 


. The rule, except by consent or in those cases specially permitted by 


statute, the judge can make no order in a cause outside of the county 
where it is pending, applies only to judgment on the merits, or to 
motions in the cause strictly so called, and does not apply to ancillary 
proceedings. Parker v. McPhail, 502. 


. In a suit, of the subject-matter of which a court has jurisdiction, 


appearance by counsel gives jurisdiction of the parties thus appear- 
ing, though counsel have no authority to appear, and an innocent 
purchaser under a judgment rendered therein will be protected. 
Hackett v. McMillan, 518. 


. Except in the case of a fugitive surrendered by a foreign government 


under treaty stipulations, when a person is within the jurisdiction of 
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JURISDICTION—Continued. 


a court and there properly charged with crime, the court may hold 
him and try him, no matter how he was brought within such jurisdic- 
tion. S. v. Glover, 896. 


6. Upon a fugitive’s surrender to a State demanding his return in pursu- 
ance of national law, he may be tried in the State to which he is 
returned for any other offense than that specified in the requisition 
for his rendition, and in so trying him against his objection, no right, 
privilege or immunity secured to him by the Constitution and laws of 

- the United States is thereby denied. Jb. 
JURY. 


1. It is not the provinee of a jury to compare handwriting to determine 
whether an alteration has been made in an instrument of record. 
Forbes v. Wiggins, 122. . 


2. Where the jury found an issue and then separated, and the judge found 
as a fact that they had not been influenced by what had been said to 
them after their separation, it was not error to permit them to re- 
assemble and put their finding in writing. Luttrell v. Martin, 593. 


JURY, FINDINGS OF. 


1. A finding by a jury that defendant in ejectment did not purchase from 
another in good faith and without knowledge of plaintiff, is not 
inconsistent with another finding that plaintiff advised or induced 
the defendant to buy the land before he purchased it. Bishop v. Min- 
ton, 524. 


2. Where, in an action by the purchaser at a mortgage sale to recover the 
Jand from the mortgagor, the mortgagee was Joined as plaintiff, and 
no demurrer was filed, on the ground that the two causes of action 
were improperly joined, the defendant cannot complain of the incon- 
sistency of two findings of the jury by which they found in answer to 
cne issue that the purchaser was the owner of the land, and in 
answer to another that the mortgagee was owner, for the only result 
of the error in submitting the issue as to the ownership of the mort- 
gagee, and an affirmative response thereto, would be a judgment in 
favor of the purchaser, nen obstante the finding in favor of the mort- 
gagee. McMillan v. Baxley, 578. 


8. Where, on issues raised by the allegations in two causes of action——one 
on a special contract and the other on a quantum meruit—with the 
corresponding denials in the answer, the jury found that plaintiffs 
had not complied with the terms of the written contract, and defend- 
ant was not indebted to them thereon, but that defendant was 
indebted to them for work and labor done for the amount claimed: 
Held, that the findings were not inconsistent or contradictory. Simp- 
son v. R. R., 708. 


LABORER’S LIEN. 


1. A laborer who seeks to subject a railroad company to the payment of 
wages due him by a contractor in the construction of such company’s 
road, as provided in section 1942 of The,Code, must show a substan- 
tial compliance with the requirements of such section as to notice, ete. 
Moore v. R. R., 236. 
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2. After complying with the requirements of section 1942 of The Code, a 
laborer can assign his claim as a debt, either against his employer or 
the railroad company dealing with him under a direct agreement or 
as subcontractor, and the assignee can sue upon such claim and other 
similar ones in one action, and recover the sum total of all such 
claims due for labor; but where, in an action by the assignee of 2 
number of claims due laborers by the contractors, the complaint and 
exhibits failed to show affirmatively that each of the laborers not 
only claimed a specific sum, but had substantially complied with the 
statute in respect to notice, ete., previous to the assignment of his 
account: Held, that a demurrer to the complaint was properly sus- 
tained. Jb. 


3. The privilege conferred by the statute (section 1942 of The Code) is 
restricted to laborers and for work done for thirty days or less in 
constructing a road, and the company can in no event be held liable 
for the payment of accounts due by the contractors for materials. Ib. 


4. Courthouse not subject to. Snow v. Comrs., 335. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT. 


1. Where the occupant of land is a vendee or mortgagor in default, he 
is not a lessor whose crop is vested in the landlord... Taylor v. Tay- 
lor, 27. 


2. When defendant tenant, in an action of claim and delivery by the land- 
lord for the possession of the crop, denies that the title is vested in 
the landlord, such denial avoids the necessity of proving a demand 
before the commencement of the action. Rich v. Hobson, 79. 

LIEN. 


1. OF JUDGMENT, 192. 


No act of the judgment debtor can change or impair the rights of the 
judgment creditor under his lien on land outside of the homestead 
boundaries. Vanstory v. Thornton, 196. 


2. Of laborer in construction of railroad, 286. 


3. Courthouse not subject to lien of laborer or for materials. Snow v. 
Comrs., 335. . 


LIFE ESTATE, 769, 791. 
Present value of, in fund, 769. 


LIMITATIONS, STATUTE OF. 


1. The statute of limitations does not run in favor of a partner borrowing 
from the firm or association of which he is a member until a demand 
for payment and refusal. Faison v. Stewart, 382. 


2. A mere acknowledgment of a debt barred by the statute of limitations, 
though implying a promise to pay, will not repel the statute; to have 
that effect, the acknowledgment, as provided by section 172 of The 
Code, must not only be in writing, but must be accompanied by an 
unconditicnal promise to pay the debt. Helm Co. v. Griffin, 356. 
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3. Where a debtor wrote to his creditors declining proffered credit because 
he was unable to pay what he already owed them (which was barred 
by the statute), but expressing his confidence in his ability to pay 
whatever he might contract for in the future: Held, that as the letter 
contained no promise to pay the barred debt, the bar of the statute 
was not removed. J0. 


4, Part payment of a note by the payee who has endorsed it will not repel 
the bar of the statute of limitations as against the maker, the statute 
(The Code, sec. 171) confining the act, admission or acknowledgment 
as evidence to repel the bar to the associated partners, obligors and 
makers of a note. LeDuc v. Butler, 458. 


5. Where defendants in ejectment, alleging as a defense a parol trust by 
the plaintiff for the benefit of their ancestor, under whom they claim, 
plead the statute of limitations, but fail to establish the trust or to 
show any other title, the defendants and their ancestor, under whom 
they claim and for whose benefit the alleged trust was made, must be 
regarded as tenants at sufferance, whose possession cannot be deemed 
to have been adverse to the purchaser at the execution sale, or to 
those who claim under him. Hamilten v. Buchanan, 468, 


6. Section 164 of The Code is an enabling and not a disabling statute; it 
applies only in those cases where, in regular course, but for the inter- 
position of the section, a claim would become barred in less than one 
year from the grant of letters of administration, and is not a restric- 
tion on the statute of limitations, so that a claim should become 
barred by the lapse of a year from the grant of letters, where, but for 
the section, it would not be barred until a later date. Benson v. Ben- 
nett, 505. 


7. Where right of action accrued 24 May, 1884, decedent debtor died 
9 July, 1885, and letters of administration were granted 21 August, 
1885, an action commenced 5 July, 1887, is not barred by the three- 
years statute of limitations, for, excluding the time between the death 
of debtor and the grant of administration, three years had not 
elapsed. Ib. | 


8. The Code (section 137) does not postpone the time when causes of 
action shall accrue, but merely extends the period of limitation or 
presumption after a cause of action has accrued, by omitting from 
the count the time between 20 May, 1861, and 1 January, 1870. 
Thompson v. Nations, 508. 


9. Where a cause of action against an administrator arose in December, 
1864, and he filed his account in April, 1891, and suit was brought 
against him and his sureties in June, 1891: Held, that the lapse of 
twenty years from 1 January, 1870, raised a presumption of settle- 
ment or abandonment, which was not rebutted, as to the sureties on 
the administration bond, by the filing cof the administrator’s account 
showing a balance due the distributees. J). 


MAGISTRATE. 


Duty of, as to cautioning prisoner in regard to his statement at prelimi- 
nary examination, 874. 
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MANDAMUS. 


Mandamus is a proper remedy to compel a municipal corporation to take 
the requisite proceedings for the assessment of damages for land 
taken for the use of the corporation. McDowell v. Asheville, 747. 


MARRIAGE. 


A marriage is not invalid because solemnized without a license or under 
an illegal license. Maggett v. Roberts, 71. 


MARRIAGE LICENSE. 
1. Failure of register of deeds to record substance of, 71. 


2. A blank marriage license, though signed by the register of deeds, is not 
issued until filled up and handed to the person who is to be married, 
or to some one for him. Maggett v. Roberts, 71. 


3. The presumption is that a marriage license signed by a register of 
deeds was issued during his term of office, and the burden of proving 
the contrary is on the party asserting it. JD. 


MARITAL RIGHTS, DEED IN FRAUD OF. 


1. A voluntary conveyance by a woman in contemplation of marriage, 
which afterwards takes place, is a fraud upon her husband if he be 
not apprised of the existence of such deed. Ferebee v. Pritchard, 88. 


2. Actual notice of a deed made after the marriage engagement, and 
without the prospective husband’s consent, will not-.affect his rights ; 
a fortiori constructive notice arising from the registrafion of such a 
deed fourteen days before the marriage will not have that effect. J0. 


8. The fact that such deed is made for the benefit of children of a former 
marriage, who were innocent of the fraud, does not change the 
rule. Jb. 


MATERIALS FURNISHED TO RAILROAD IN CONSTRUCTION. 


A railroad company cannot be-held liable under section 1942 of The 
Code for payment of accounts due by the contractors for materials 
furnished them, the privileges of such section being confined to labor- 
ers. Moore v. R. R., 236. 


MERCHANDISE ORDERS. 


The act of 1889 (chapter 280). forbidding the issuance of “nontransfer- 
able” tickets or scrip to laborers by their employers, and requiring 
such scrip to be paid to the person holding the same, their face value, 
does not authorize the assignee of tickets or scrip payable in mer- 
chandise to demand and receive payment in money instead of in mer- 
chandise. Marriner v. Roper Co., 164. 


MINING LEASE. 


1. Where a mining leaSe provides for the payment to lessors of a part of 
the net proceeds of minerals taken from the lands, but contains no 
stipulation for a forfeiture through failure to open and work the 
mines, the law will construe the contract as if such a stipulation had 
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been expressly written therein, and will adjudge such lease to be for- 
feited if, within a reasonable time, the Jessee fails to carry out the 
purpose of the lease. Maxwell v. Todd, 677. 


2. Where Jessors of mining privileges were in possession of the land 
covered by the lease at the date thereof, and continued in possession, 
and the lease became forfeited by the nonuser and abandonment, 
according to the terms of the contract as construed by the law, no 
reéntry by lessors was practicable or necessary, and they or their 
grantees had a right, without demand or notice to the lessees, after 
such forfeiture, to resist the entry of the lessees for mining pur- 
poses. J0. 


MINUTES OF COURT. 


Admissible as evidence to prove validity of burnt or lost records of a 
cause. Smith v. Allen, 228. 


MISJOINDER OF PARTIES, 236. 


1. Where, in an action to subject the land of a deceased surety on a 
guardian bond to the payment of the ward’s debt, the amount of 
damages is alleged in the complaint and admitted in the demurrer, 
the joinder of the State as a party is a matter of surplusage and not 
a misjoinder of causes of action. McNeill v. McBryde, 408. 


2. The misjoinder of unnecessary parties is mere surplusage, under The 
Code, and not a fatal objection. Advantage must be taken of it by 
demugrer and not by motion to strike out a party. McMillan v. Basx- 
ley, 578. 


MITIGATION OR EXCUSE FOR HOMICIDE. 


When killing with a deadly weapon is proved, or admitted, the burden is 
shifted upon the prisoner to show mitigation or excuse. S. uv. Miller, — 
878. 


MORTGAGE. 
Effect of, on homestead. See Homestead. 
Of crops, 283. 2 
Action to redeem, 842. 
Notices of sale, posting of, may be proved by parol, 578. 


1. The effect of discharging a debt secured by a first mortgage by surren- 
der of the mortgage deed is to make a second mortgage on the same 
land a first lien, and the immediate execution of a deed of bargain 
and sale to the one surrendering the first mortgage cannot operate to 
defeat the second mortgage. Vaughn v. Parker, 96. 


2. Where, in an action to recover the possession of land, it appeared 
that C., intending, but not disclosing his purpose, to act as agent for 
his minor son, C., Jr., purchased the land from F., the defendant’s 
grantor, under an agreement to reconvey the land by way of mort- 
gage to secure the purchase-money, and F., supposing that he was 
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dealing with C., executed the deed to him, and C. caused the abbrevia- 
tion “Jr.” to be added after his own name and had the deed so 
recorded, at the same time executing notes and mortgage in his own — 
name to F., to secure the purchase-money: Held, that a conveyance 
by “C., Jr.,” or his heirs to plaintiff, who had knowledge of all the 
facts, did not divest F.’s title to the lands. Sawyer v. Northan, 261. 


3. B., while holding by. purchase from the mortgagor the equity of re- 
demption in the timber on the mortgaged land and by assignment 
from the mortgagee the mortgage on the land itself, conveyed to 
plaintiff the equity of redemption in the timber, which conveyance 
was registered subsequent to an assignment by him of the note and 
mortgage to C. with whom there was a verbal exception of the tim- 
ber on the land. C. assigned the note and mortgage with like verbal 
exception of the timber to D., at whose instance the land- was sold 
in a suit for foreclosure and the defendant became the purchaser, 
having no actual notice of the verbal agreement concerning the tim- 
ber: Held, (1) that the purchaser was not fixed with constructive 
notice of an assignment of the equity of redemption in any of the 
mortgaged property by any of the successive holders of the mortgage, 
nor was he compelled to inquire further than to ascertain from the 
records, or the mortgagor, whether the debt had been paid or the 
mortgage released in whole or in part to him. by any of the assignees 
of the mortgage; (2) that while the transfer of the note after ma- 
turity would have made it subject to equities as between the mort- 
gagor and the assignees of the note, in this case none arises from that 
fact in favor of the plaintiff, who purchased the timber rights subject 
to the mortgage under which the defendant claims. Lumber Co. v. 
Dail, 350. | 


4. Where a wife, with her husband, executed a bond and mortgage upon 
her land to secure the same, and the instruments were entrusted to 
the husband for delivery, and he, without her knowledge or consent, 
and before delivery to, and without the knowledge of the obligee, al- 
tered the bond by “raising” the amount, and the mortgage by “rais- 
ing’ the consideration recited therein, but the description of the debt 
secured by the mortgage (as “a certain bond of even date herewith,” 
ete.) was not altered: Held, that, though such alteration avoided the 
bond, it did not render the mortgage void, the alteration of the con- 
sideraticn being immaterial, and the mortgage may be enforced for 
the amount of the debt intended to be secured by the mortgage, not- 
withstanding the invalidity of the bond. Cheek v. Nall, 370. 


MORTGAGE SALE. 


1. Where, in an action by a purchaser at a mortgage sale to recover the 
land from the mortgagor (the mortgagee being joined as party plain- 
tiff), the judge presiding at the trial charged the jury that the bur- 
den was on the plaintiff to prove everything fair and henest and no 
advantage taken of defendants, it was not error to refuse to charge 
the jury that the burden of proof was on the plaintiff to show that 
he was not the partner or agent of the mortgagee when he bought 
the land. MeMillan v. Basley, 578. 
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2. Where the prayer for an instruction was “that before a power of sale 
conferred in a mortgage can have any force it must be shown to the 
satisfaction of the jury” that the sale was regular and fairly con- 
dueted, it was not error for the presiding judge to substitute the 
words “by a preponderance of testimony” for the words “to the 
satisfaction of the jury.” Jb. 


3. In an action to recover land by the purchaser thereof at a sale under 
the power contained in a mortgage given by the defendant, the deed 
executed by the mortgagee reciting the sale in pursuance of the 
power, is prima facie evidence that all the terms of the power and 
all requirements as to notice have been complied with. Lunsford vv. 
Speaks, 608. 


4. Even if a sale under the power in a mortgage should be invalid by 
reason of a failure on the part of the mortgagee to comply with the 
directions of the power, yet, as the mortgagee held the legal title, his 
deed would convey it to the purchaser subject to the equities of the 
mortgage. Ib. 7s 


5. The acquiescence of a mortgagor in the conduct of a sale, and particu- 
larly in the terms of it, will cure any defect in this respect and give 
validity to it. Jb. 


MOTION TO DISMISS. 


1. An appeal does not lie from a refusal of a motion to dismiss an ac- 
tion. Mullen v. Canal Co., 109; Joyner v. Roberts, 111; Kellogg v. 
Mfg. Co., 191, and Luttrell v. Martin, 593. 


2. A motion to dismiss an action for want of jurisdiction or because the 
complaint does not state a cause of action, is not such a demurrer 
ore tenus as will permit an appeal from its refusal, for if such mo- 
tion be frivolous the court cannot proceed to judgment as in the case 
of a frivolous demurrer. Joyner v. Roberts, 111. 


MOTION TO QUASH. 
A bill of indictment for a felony, though defective, should not be quashed, 
but the prisoner should be held until the solicitor can send a new 
bill curing the defect. S. v. Caldwell, 854. 


MOTION TO VACATE ORDER OF ARREST. 


1. May be heard by a judge out of court anywhere within the district to 
which he is assigned. Parker v. McPhail, 502. 


2. The finding of a judge, on hearing a motion to vacate an order of 
arrest that the act upon which it was based was not committed, is 
final and cannot be reviewed. J0. 


MULTIPLICIVY OF SUITS. 


The fact that there are many creditors of a partnership whose assets 
are in the hands of a receiver and not sufficient to pay the debts, 
and that there may be a multiplicity of suits, cannot deprive a 
creditor of bis right to enforce his claim against any one or several 
or all of the partners. Hanstein v. Johnson, 253. 
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MUNICIPAL CORPORATION, 359, 7438, 759, 769. 


1. Where a corporation, having the right of eminent demain, and whose 


charter imposes the duty of ascertaining, by a prescribed method, 
the damages or benefits resulting to the owner in case of disagree- 
ment, takes and occupies land without having taken any valid 
legal proceedings to have the damages, ete, assessed, and refuses © 
on the demand of the owner to proceed to have such assessment made, 
such owner is entitled to a writ of mandamus compelling the per- 
formance of the duty imposed by the charter. McDowell v. Asheville, 
TAT. 


2. Where a corporation having alone the power to institute proceedings 


for the assessment of damages and benefits resulting from its exer- 
cise of eminent domain fails and refuses, on demand of the owner, 
to do so, the owner may treat the corporation as a trespasser and 
sue in ejectment, if he elect to do so; otherwise the appropriate 
remedy is by mandamus to compel the corporation to assess the 
damages as provided by its charter. Ib. 


MURDER AND MANSLAUGHTER. 


1. In a trial of I. for murder, the court gave an instruction as follows: 


2. On 


“If you believe, from the evidence, that B, and the prisoner were 
standing in the store, by the fire, as detailed by the witnesses, and 
as soon as the difficulty between H. and the deceased commenced 
they both rushed upon the deceased, either of them having a deadly 
weapon in his hand, . . . and inflicted the wound upon him 
from which he died, the prisoner is guilty of murder, whether the 
deadly weapon was in his hands or those of B.: Held, that such in- 
structicn was erroneous in that it imputed the felonious act of one 
participant to the other without an inquiry or finding as to whether 
B. and the prisoner entered into the fight by preconcert or whether 
the prisoner had previous knowledge of the possession and consented 
to the use of the weapon by the other. 8S. v. Howard, 859. . 


a trial of a defendant charged with murder, it appeared that while 
he and others were engaged in friendly conversation the deceased, a 
powerful man, came up on horseback in a gallop, halloing twice and 
applying an insulting epithet to his horse, which defendant misin- 
terpreted as applicable to himself; a demand for explanation by the 
defendant was followed by an insult from the deceased, who ad- 
vanced with threatening aspect and words upon the defendant, who 
retreated until overtaken and knocked or pushed down by deceased, 
and while upon the ground, and during the struggle, inflicted nine 
cuts or stabs with a pocketknife, from which deceased died: Held, 
that the repeated cutting of deceased with the knife during the fight, 
resulting in the death of deceased, was not murder, since there was 
no evidence of express malice or of a previous preparation for the 
fight by the defendant, or that he used the knife after deceased had 
been taken off his prostrate bedy, but-such killing, being the result of 
passion produced by the fight, was manslaughter at the most. S. v. 
Miller, 878. 
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3. Although, when ‘killing with a deadly weapon is proved and admitted, 
the burden is shifted upon the prisoner to show mitigation or excuse, 
yet, when it appears that, in no aspect of the testimony, and under ~ 
no inference fairly deducible from it, the prisoner is guilty of murder, 
it is error in the court to refuse the prayer for an instruction to the 
jury that they must not return a verdict for any higher offense than 
manslaughter. Ib. 


4. On a trial for murder, it appeared that the prisoner, the deceased and 
others were together in a house; defendant went out and declared to 
a witness that he came near killing the deceased because he had cut 
him out of his (the prisoner’s) girl; on reéntering the house he saw 
the girl sitting on the lap of the deceased, and after lying for awhile 
on a bed with a pistol in his hand he arose and approached the de- 
ceased and said with an oath, “I am going to kill you”; deceased 
then pulled his pistol and asked for peace, and the girl having left his 
lap, he arose and immediately the struggle began between him and the 
prisoner; bystanders grabbed the pistols of the men, the deceased 
saying he was willing to give up his—defendant refusing to sur- 
render his; the men were then released and began pushing each 
other; defendant’s foot went through the floor and his pistol was 
discharged ; deceased then shot at, but missed, defendant, who there- 
upon fired again, fatally wounding the deceased, who again fired at 
but missed the defendant: Held, that the declarations of the defend- 
ant when he went out of the house and ail his actions upon his 
return evinced a deadly purpose, and the evidence showed no such 
change of purpose and effort by him to avoid a conflict, and no notice 
to deceased of such change after he had declared his purpose to kill 
the deceased, as would warrant the jury in finding that the killing 
was done in self-defense, and the court properly fefused to instruct 
the jury that defendant was not guilty if his pistol went off by acci- 
dent the first time and deceased began to shoot at him and defendant 

_shot to save his own life or to escape great bodily harm. WS. v. 
Edwards, 901. 


NEGLIGENCE, 720, 743. 


~ Where an engineer sees on the track, in front of the engine which he is 
moving, a person walking or standing, whom he does not know at all 
or who is known by him to be in full possession of his senses and 
faculties, the former is justified in assuming, up to the last moment, 
that the latter will step off the track in time to avoid injury, and if 
such person is injured, the law imputes it to his own negligence and 
holds the railroad company blameless. High v. R. R., 388. 


NEGOTIABLE INSTRUMENTS. 


A bond is nonnegotiable until after endorsement, and an assignee of an 
unendorsed bond takes it subject to any equities or other defenses 
existing in favor of the maker at the time of or before notice of the 
assignment. Loan Assn. v. Merritt, 248. 
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NEWLY DISCOVERED TESTIMONY. 


In granting or refusing a new trial for newly discovered testimony the 
Court will not, in doing so, discuss the facts upon which the same is 
based. Ferebee v. Pritchard, 83. 


NEW PROMISE. 


1. A mere acknowledgment of a debt barred by the statute of limitations, 
theugh implying a promise to pay, will not repel the statute; to 
have that effect, the acknowledgment, as provided by section 172 of 
The Code, must not only be in writing, but must be accompanied by 
an unconditional promise to pay the debt. Helm Co. v. Griffin, 356. 


2. Where a debtor wrote to his creditors declining proffered credit because 
he was unable to pay what he already owed them (which was barred 
by the statute), but expressing his confidence in his ability to pay 
whatever he might contract for in the future: Held, that, as the 
letter contained no promise to pay the barred debt, the bar of the 
statute was not removed. J0. 


NEW TRIAL. 


In granting or refusing a motion for a new trial for newly discovered 
testimony the Court will not, in doing so, discuss the facts upon 
which the same is based. Ferebee v. Pritchard, 83. 


NONSUIT OF UNNECESSARY PARTIES. 


During the pendency of an action relating to land between P. and C., 
in which there was subsequently a decree directing P. to convey the 
land to C. upon the payment by the latter of the balance of the 
purchase-money, P. conveyed to other parties; thereafter C, brought 
suit for the land against P. and his grantees, who were in possession : 
Held, that P. was not a necessary party, and it was not error to allow 
plaintiff to enter a nonsuit as to P., the grantor of the other defend- 

‘ants. Carr v. Alevander, 783. 


NOTICE. 
Of assignment of bond, 248. 


Of unregistered deed, 736. 
Of sale under mortgage, posting of proved by parol, 578. 
NUISANCH. 


1. Where, in the trial of an indictment for creating a common nuisance 
‘by maintaining a slaughter-pen, there was no testimony showing that 
the community generally were annoyed. or affected injuriously by 
the noxious odors complained of, the court properly declined to submit 
to the jury the question whether such an injury, to the residents of 
the neighborhood, as amounted to a public nuisance me been shown. 

8. ve. Wolf, 889. 


2. To sustain an indictment for keeping a slaughter-pen producing of- 
fensive odors, constituting a public nuisance to all citizens passing 
along the adjacent public road, it is necessary to prove that the road 
upon which the citizens were annoyed was a public highway. Ib. 
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3. Where, on the trial of an indictment for creating and maintaining a 
common nuisance to persons “passing along a common road and 
public highway,” there was no evidence tending to show that any 
person while passing along the road was actually annoyed or that the 
public had acquired an easement in such road, the court erred in 
failing and refusing to instruct the jury that the defendant was not 
guilty in any aspect of the testimony. Jb. 


OFFICIAL BOND. 


1. An oflicer is liable upon his bond “for the faithful discharge-of all the 
duties of his office,’ and an action for a penalty of $200 for failure 
in his duty is properly brought on such bond, and the Superior Court 
has jurisdiction. Joyner v. Roberts, 111. 


2. In such action it is not necessary to allege that a Judgment has been 
obtained against the officer, and that he has failed to pay it. Jb. 


3. Quere, whether a party so suing the official bond should not make him- 
self a relator in an action in the name of the State. J0. 


A. The sureties on the official bond of a clerk of the Superior Court are 
liable for any loss resulting from his failure to docket a judgment 
when he should do so. Young v. Connelly, 646. 


PARAMOUR, declaration of, admissible as evidence in action for divorce, 152. 


PAROL TESTIMONY. 


1. When admissible to contradict or vary the absolute terms of a written 
contract. Carrington v. Waff, 115. 


2. In an action to recover land sold under an exeeution, parol testimony 
is admissible, upon proof of the loss of the original papers, to show 
that the note was executed prior to 1868, when the homestead ex- 
emption was established. Bute v. Scott, 375. 


3. When inadmissible to aid uncertain and vague description of land 
referred to in deed. Lowe v. Harris, 472. ; 


4, Admissible to prove contents of destroyed record, when. Varner v, 
Johnston, 570. 


5. Parol evidence as to the posting of notices of sale under a powcr in a 
mortgage is admissible, the production of the writing themselves not 
being necessary. McMillan v. Baxley, 5T8. 


PAROL TRUST. 


1. A parol agreement by a purchaser of land, made after the purchase, 
to hold the land in trust for another and to convey it to him upon 
the payment by him of the amount bid, is void under the statute of 
frauds. Hamilton v. Buchanan, 463. 


2. In order to establish a parol trust in the purchaser of land for the 
benefit of another, the proof must not only be strong and convincing 
but must also disclose an agreement amounting to a trust existing at 
the time of the sale. JO. 
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3. Where a brother cf an execution debtor, who was alleged to be insane 


at the time of the sale, purchased the insane brother’s land, and there 
is no evidence that the purchaser occupied a position of trust to his 
brother, or took any advantage of his infirmity: Held, that no trust 
grew cut of the relationship of. the parties, such relationship not be- 
ing, in itself, a confidential relation to which the equitable doctrine of 
constructive trust applies. Jb. 


PARTNERSHIP, 836, 840. 


1. In an action by cne member of a firm against the other, a receiver 


was appointed and he was directed to pay a judgment against the 
firm out of the partnership assets in his hands; he failed to do so: 
Held, that the judgment might be enforced against the individual 
property of the partner at whose instance the receiver was appointed, 
it not appearing that the failure of the receiver to satisfy the judg- 
ment was due to any act or default of the creditor. Vanstory v. 
Thornton, 196. Bt ea | | 


. An unincorporated association of perscns doing business as a joint 


steck company is a partnership. Bain v. Loan Assn., 248. 


Members of a partnership are jointly and severally bound for all its 


debts, and because of the joint liability the creditor and each partner 
has a right to demand that the joint property shall be applied to the 
joint debts, and because of the several liability a creditor may, at 
will sue any one or more of the partners. Hanstein v. Johnson, 258. 


The fact that the assets of a partnership are not sufficient to pay the 


partnership debts, or that a receiver has charge of the assets, or that, 
there being many creditors, a multiplicity of suits may ensue, cannot 
deprive a creditor of his right to enforce his claim against one or sev- 
eral or all of the parties. /0. 


dl 


One who shares in the profits of a business otherwise than as the 


profits are:-looked to as a means of ascertaining the compensation 
which, under the contract, is to be paid to an employee for his 
services, incurs the liability of a par tner therein. Cossack v. eran, 
3504. 


. Where B. endersed a note of, and made advances to, a firm to enable it 


to perform a contract of which, as estimated, the profits would be 
thirty nine thousand dollars, and took a bill of sale of the firm’s prop- 
erty to secure such endorsement and advances, and the firm also 
executed to B. a note for $5,000, due one year from date, on which 
$500 was to be paid monthly “out of the estimated profits’: Held, 


that the facts prima facie constituted B. a partner with the firm. ro. 


. Where a member of an incdrporated joint stcck association (which is 4 


partnership) borrows money from the association, he assumes to- 
ward the other members or parties the position of a trustee, and is 
bound to account with them whenever they may call upon him to 
do so, and hence the statute of limitations does not begin to run in 
his favor until such demand. The fact that the note, the evidence 
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of the indebtedness, is made payable to the cashier of the association, 
does not change the relations of the parties. Faison v. Stewart, 382. 


PART PAYMENT. 


Part payment of a note by the payee who has endorsed it will not repel 
the bar of the statute of imitations as against the maker. LeDue v. 
Butier, 458. 


PENALTY. 


In an action on an official bond of an officer, to recover a penalty for 
failure to discharge his duties, it is not necessary to allege that a 
judgment has been obtained against the officer and that he has failed 
to pay it. Joyner v. Roberts, 111. : 


PIGEONS, Shooting for sport, 887. 
PLEADINGS, Admissions as in evidence. See Evidence. 


POSSESSION. 


Where a patent issued for land, reserving land within its limits as 
“previously granted,” possession under such patent, but outside of the 
land previously granted, is not constructive possession of the ex- 
cepted land. Basnight v. Smith, 229. 


PRACTICE. See, also, Evidence and Trial, 71, 83, 96, 102, 109, 849, 857. 
AS TO ANCILLARY PROCEEDINGS. 


1. A party to an action by waiving objection to the time or place of 
making it may give validity to an order of court that would other- 
wise be void, provided the court has general jurisdiction of the con- 
troversy; therefore, where a defendant, after assenting to an order 
made by a judge in a county other than that in which the action was 
pending, but within the same judicial district, appeared before a com- 
missioner, as directed by said order, it was then too late for him to 
withdraw his assent voluntarily given to every part of the order when 
first made. Bradley Fertilizer. Co. v. Taylor, 141. 


2. The power to commit to jail a person refusing to testify before a com- 
missioner, as provided for in section 1862 of The Code, is not given 
exclusively, if at all, to the commissioner, but he may invoke the 
aid of the judge from whom he derives his appointment and whose 
authority is defined. Jb. 


3. In a proceeding for the examination cf a party to an action, under 
sections 580 and 581 of The Code, the court has authority, without his 
» consent to make an order in a county other than that in which the 
action is pending, but within the district, committing him for con- 
tempt. Jb. 

4. Where the judge directed the sheriff to commit one refusing to answer 
guestions propounded to him in such examination, to the common 


jail. until he should be willing to answer: Held, to be error since it — 
was an attempted delegation of judicial power to an executive officer, 
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and allowed the sheriff to determine how his prisoner should sufii- 
' ciently demonstrate his willingness to testify or what was such a 
compliance with the order as to justify his release. Jb. 


5. In such case the order should direct the issuing of a capias, or that 
defendant be arrested and brought before the court to answer as for 
contempt. Jb. 


6. A motion to vacate an order of arrest may be heard by a judge out 
of court anywhere within the district that his duties require him to 
be during the time in which he is assigned to the district. Parker v. 
McPhail, 502. 


7. The rule that, except by consent or in those cases specially permitted , 
by statute, the Judge can make no order in a cause outside of the 
county where it is pending, applies only to judgments on the merits 
or to motions in the cause strictly so called, but does not apply to 
ancillary proceedings. Jb. 


8. Where, in the hearing of a motion to vacate an order of arrest, the 
judge finds as a fact that the act upon which it was based was not 
committed, the finding is final and cannot be reviewed. JD. 


AS TO APPEALS. 


1. A party cannot assign as error on appeal to the Supreme Court the 
refusal of a judgment for which he did not ask. Mayo v. Farrar, 66. 


2. An appeal from an order of commitment of a party to jail, made in an 
ancillary proceeding before the trial of the main action, will not be 
dismissed as premature. Bradley Fertilizer Co. v. Taylor, 141. - 


8. Where a certiorari has been granted to an appellant to complete the 
record by supplying material evidence that had been omitted from the 
case on appeal, but the clerk of the Superior Court returns that 
appellant failed to. perfect his appeal or to pay fees for transcript 
of record, though demanded, the appeal will be dismissed. Broad- 
well v. Ray, 191. , 


4. An appeal from a motion to dismiss an action is premature and will 
not be entertained. Kellogg v. Mfg. Co., 191; Mullen v. Canal Co., 109. 


5. An action by a husband for slander of his wife, the wife not being a 
party and the complaint alleging no special’'damage to the husband, 
will be dismissed by this Court on motion of the defendant, or e@# 
mero motu, for failure of the complaint to state a cause of action. 
Harper v. Pinkston, 298. 


6. The provision in section 876 of The Code for an appeal in fifteen days 
after notice of judgment in cases where “the process is not personally 
served,” applies only in cases where the service is by publication, 
and has no application when the summons is personally served on 
the agent or officer of a corporation under section 217 (1) of The 
Code. King v. R. R., 818. 


7. A motion to reinstate an appeal dismissed for failure to print must be 
made at the same term (Rule 80 of the Court), and will only then be 
allowed for good cause shown. Pipkin v. Green, 355. eh 
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8 A motion to reinstate an appeal dismissed for failure to docket the 


10. 


11. 


12. 


| 13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
ibe 
18. 


19. 


20. 


record at the first-term of this Court after the. trial below, is fatally 
defective where it does not show that the delay was without laches 
on the part of the appellant. Jb. 


An appeal from an adjudication upon an agreed state of facts is a suf- 


ficient assignment of error by the party against whom the ruling is 
made. Greensboro v. McAdoo, 359. 


Where, after an appeal from the refusal of judgment for the restitu- 
tion cf personal property, the appellant has come in possession of the 
property or its equivalent, this Court will not hear the matter merely 
to adjudicate the costs, but will dismiss the apped! Russell v. 
Campbell, 404. 


Where, in the case on appeal, there is not a sufficient recital of the 
evidence or of the facts admitted or proven, to point the exceptions or 
to enable the Court to ascertain what errors of law are complained 
of, the judgment below will be affirmed. Falkner v. Thompson, 455. 

An appeal, not filed by appellant as a pauper, when dismissed for fail- 
ure to print the record, will not be reinstated on affidavit of appellant 
that before he could raise the money to print, the case was reached 
and dismissed. Turner v. Tate, 457. 


When a prayer for instruction does not appear in the record, an excep- 
tion to the refusal of judge to give it, will not be considered in this 
Court. McMillan v. Baxley, 578. 


Failure to settle or furnish a case on appeal is not good ground for a 
motion to dismiss, but for motion to affirm, since there may be errors 
on the face of the record, which the Court will inspect of its own 
motion, and which may entitle the appellant to a reversal. Jf0. 


No formal ‘case on appeal” is required on an appeal from an order 
granting an injunction until the hearing. J/06. 


Although an appeal from the refusal of a motion to dismiss an action 
is premature, the exception, having been noted, will be reviewed on 
appeal from the final judgment. Luttrell v. Martin, 593. 


Recitals of fact set cut by an appellant as grounds for his motion for a 
new trial, will not be considered, when they neither appear in the 
record nor are found as facts by the judge. J0. 


The statutory requisites as to appeals cannct be dispensed with, except 
with the assent of counsel entered in the record. or evideneed by 
writing. Rule 89 of Supreme Court. NSondley v. Asheville, 694. 


Though the failure to give an instruction asked for in writing is deemed 
excepted to, yet, if it is not set out in the case on appeal it will be 
deemed to have been waived, and will.not be pas “sed on by this Court. 
M arshall v. Stine, 697. 


Where no exception of any kind appears in Case on appeal, and no error 
appears on the record proper, the judgment below will be affirmed. Jb. 
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21. Where no exception is set out in the case on appeal other than ‘To the 
whole cf this charge the plaintiff excepted,” and it does not affirma- 
tively appear that there was not more than one proposition of law 
Jaid down in. the charge, and no error appears on the face of the 
record proper, the judgment of the court below will be affirmed. 
Hemphill v. Morrison, 756. 


22, While the refusal of the trial judge to give instructions for, will 
be deemed to have been excepted to, yet, if it is not assigned as error 
in case on appeal, it will be deemed to have been waived. Davis v. 
Duval, 833. 


23. An assignment of error, such as “for error in the charge,” or “excepted 
to,” is too general, and will net be considered by this Court. Jb. © 


24. Where, in an appeal, there is neither statement of case, assignment of 
error, hor any error apparent on the record, the Judgment below will 
be affirmed. S. v. Whitmire, 895. . 


25. Where exceptions are not taken to a refusal to submit issues tendered, 
or to those submitted, until after verdict on a motion for new trial, 
such exceptions are too late to be considered on appeal. Carr v. Alex- 
ander, 7&3. 


26. Failure to enter exception to a judgment within ten days from the © 
expiration of the term of the court, forfeits the right of appeal. 
Tucker v. Life Assn., T96. 


AS TO JXXCEPTIONS. 


1. Where the judge below, in instructing the jury, submitted a phase of a 
question which there was no evidence to support, an oral exception to 
the question, immediately taken and noted and assigned as error for 
the ease on appeal, is sufficient to present the matter on appeal, 
though no written instruction on the subject was prayed for by the 
exeepting counsel before the close of the evidence, as provided by 
section 415 of The Code. Lee v. Williams, 510. 


2. Failure to grant an instruction not asked for in writing is net: ground 
for exception. Marshall v. Stine, 697. 


3. Exceptions to the judge’s charge, filed in the clerk’s office after the 

settlement of the case on appeal, are not properly a part of the tran- 

sors ohn appeal, and should not be sent up. Hemphill v. Morrison, 
756. 


4. The purpose of requiring exceptions to be made specifically in appel- 
lant’s statement of case is, that the judge, in settling the case, may 
send up such parts of the testimony as are pertinent to the parts of 
the charge excepted to, and that the appellee may be apprised at the 
“settlement” of the case, and before argument here, of the true 
grounds upon which the appeal is based. J0. 


5. The judge below has no authority, without the consent of the appellee, 
to extend the time fixed by the statute for filing exceptions, and no 
agreement of counsel, when denied and not entered upon the record in 
writing, will be considered in this Court. J6. 
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As TO INJUNCTIONS AND RESTRAINING ORDERS. 


1. A restraining order can be issued in any cause by any judge of the 


2. 


3. 


4. 


5. 


6. 


AS T 
1. 


3. 


o> 


Superior Court anywhere in the State, and made returnable at any. 
time within twenty days, at any place, before a judge residing in or 
assigned or holding by exchange the courts within the district in 
which the county where the cause is pending is situated. Hamilton 
©. Icard, 589. 


A perpetual injunction can be granted only in the county where the 
cause is pending, and by the judge who tries the cause at the final 
hearing. Ib. , | 


The jurisdiction to grant an injunction till the hearing, is restricted to 
the resident judge of the district, or the judge assigned thereto or 
holding by exchange the courts of the district within which the 
county, wherein the case is pending, is situated. J0. 


If the judge before whom the order is made returnable fails to hear it, 


- any judge resident in or assigned to or holding by exchange the courts 


of some adjoining district may hear it upon giving ten days notice to 
the parties interested. Jb. 


By stipulation in writing, duly signed by the parties or by their attor- 


neys, they may, under section 387, designate any other judge than 
those indicated by section 886 of The Code to hear the applica- 
tion. Jb. 


No formal “case on appeal” is required on an appeal from an order 
granting an injunction till the hearing. J0., 


oO INSTRUCTIONS To JURY. 


Requests for special instructions to the jury, as well as that the trial 
judge shall put his charge in writing, should be made at ox before the 
close of the testimony. Ward v. R. R., 168. 


A general exception to a “charge as given” by the trial judge will not 


be considered on appeal. Buffkins v. Eason, 162. 


A request to charge the jury is properly refused where there is nothing 
in the pleadings or evidence upon which to base it. McMillan v. 
Baaley, 578. 


Where a prayer for an instruction does not appear in the record, an 
exception to the refusal of the judge to give it will not be considered 
in this Court. J0. 


An instruction which assumed as proved certain facts upon which the 
testimony was conflicting was properly refused. Jb. 


Failure to grant an instruction not asked for in writing is not ground 
for exception. Marshall v. Stine, 697. | 


Where the substance of an instruction prayed for has already been 
given in response to another request, it is unnecessary to repeat it. 
Alexander v, R. R., 720. | 
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8. A prayer for instruction embracing a general proposition fully covered 
in instructions already given was properly refused. Jb. 


AS TO PLEADING. 


1, The denial, by answer, of the title to property, for the. possession of 
which claim and delivery is brought, dispenses with the necessity of 
proving a demand before action brought. Rich v. Hebson, 79; Buff- 
kins v. Hason, 162. 


2. Where, in an action to subject the land of a deceased surety on a 
guardian bond to the payment of ward’s debt, the amount of dam- 
ages arising from a breach of the bond is alleged in the complaint 
and admitted in the demurrer, an objection that judgment has not 
first been obtained on the guardian pone is untenable. McNeill v. 
McBryde, 408. 


3. In such a case a ward can maintain the action in his own name, and 
the joinder of the State is a mere matter of surplusage, and not a 
misjoinder of different causes of action. Ib. 


4, A petition to subject lands to sale, under section 1437 of The Code, is 
defective where it fails to set forth “the value of the personal estate 
of the intestate and ae application thereof,” and for such defect it is ~ 
demurrable. Jb. 


5. Misjoinder of parties must be taken advantage of by demurrer, and not 
by motion to strike out a party. McMillan v. Bawley, 578. 


6. The misjoinder of unnecessary parties is mere Burpiuesee: under The 
Code, and not a fatal objection. Ld, 


7. It is within the discretion of the presiding judge, under The Code, sec. 
274, to permit a plaintiff to file a reply, though by reason of laches he 
may not be entitled to do so. Jb. 


8. Where an infant, without the intervention of a guardian or next friend, 

| undertakes to prosecute his suit in his own name, the debtor has a 
right to object to his recovery, since the infant may repudiate the 
judgment if rendered before his majority, but such objection must be 
interposed in apt time and in the prescribed mode, which is by plea 
in abatement or by defense set up in the answer and before the trial 
on the merits. Hicks v. Beam, 642. 


9, A material amendment, . unverified, to a verified complaint renders it 
necessary to treat the complaint as unverified. Brown v. Rhinehart, 
T72. 


10, The term of court at which a complaint is filed before the third day 
thereof is practically the return term, and if defendant does not 
answer, judgment by default final may be taken at such term in cases 
falling within the provisions of section 385 of The Code, and by 

. default and inquiry in other cases, JD. 


11. Where, in an action begun by summons, returnable to Fall Term, 1891, 
of a Superior Court, at which term the complaint was filed, and an 
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alias summons returnable to Spring Term, 1892, was served in due 
time on one of the defendants, such defendant was properly ruled to 
answer at that term. Luttrell v. Martin, 593. 


AS TO RECORDARI. 


1. The writ of recordari is authorized by statute {section 545 of The 
Code) and recognized by the decisicns of this Court, both as a sub- 
stitute for an appeal from a judgment of a justice of the peace, in 
order to have a new trial on the merits, and as a writ of “false judg- 
Ment,” to obtain a reversal of ah erroneous judgment. King vu. R. B., 
318. 


2. Where a judgment was rendered by a justice of the peace against the 
defendant, who alleged that no service of the summons was made, he 
had his election to move before the justice, or his successor in office, 
to set aside the judgment or to apply for a writ of recordari as a writ 
of false judgment; and it was error for the judge below to dismiss 

the petition for such writ, without inquiring into the facts, upon the 
ground that the petitioner had mistaken his remedy and could. only. 
proceed by a motion in the cause before the justice of the peace to 
vacate the judgment. Jb. 


a“ 


3. Relief against a final judgment rendered by a justice of the peace, and 
alleged to have been obtained by fraud and collusion between him and 
others, cannot be had by means of a writ of recordari, but must be 
sought by an independent action. Jb. 


AS TO REHEARING OF APPEALS. 

1. Where a point was fully argued, considered and passed on at a former 
hearing, and no new authority has been cited and no authority or 
material fact overlooked, the point will not be considered on a rehear- 
ing. Moore v. Beaman, 558. 


2. The fact that all the authorities cited in the argument were not noticed 
and discussed in the opinion handed down by the Court is no ground 
for a rehearing of the case. Ib. 


3. Where this Court has in a former appeal in the same cause fully dis- 
cussed the law applicable to the action, and the principles announced 
in the decision therein seem to have been carefully applied by the 
judge below in a subsequent trial, and upon an inspection of the 
whole record no error appears to have been committed on the second 
trial, this Court will not go over again the legal principles discussed 
in the former opinion, but, as authorized by chapter 379, Laws 1893, 
and section 957 of The Code, will not write cut its reasons at length, 
but simply announce its decision. Bradsher v. Cheek, 838. 


As TO TRIALS. 
1. Error in admitting incompetent testimony is eared when fie: judge 
withdraws it from the jury and enjoins them not to consider it in 
making up the verdict. Yoele v. Toole, 152. 


2, It is net error on the part of the judge below to refuse to submit an 
issue offered by a party upon whom the burden rests, when there is 
no evidenee to support it. Vanstory v. Thornton, 196. 
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10. 


EH. 


Where an issue distinctly raised by the pleadings is submitted to the 
jury without objection, a motion by plaintiff, after verdict for the 
defendant, for judgment on the Beara cannot: be entertained. 
LeCuis v. Hoard, 402. 


. In such case a certiorari to correct the case on appeal by having it to 


state that the motion for judgment after verdict was made on admis- 
sions in the testimony of the defendants on the trial, as well as on the 
pleadings, will be denied where it appears that plaintiff did not ask 
for instructions on that aspect of the ae nor file any exceptions to 
the judge’s charge. ri b. . 


. A motion for judgment non obstante veredicto can only be made on the 


face of the pleadings. J06. 


. Where presumptions of fraud arise from dealings between father and 


son, the jury must, under proper instructions, find the fraudulent — 
intent, unless it is rebutted by proof. Clement v. Cozart, 412, 


. Where an issue submitted by the court is in entire conformity with the 


answer and broad enough to comprehend an alleged parol trust set 
up by the answer as having been made with the defendant or with. 
another in his behalf, and is substantially the same as the issue ten- 
dered by the defendant, it is not error to refuse to submit the latter. 
Hamilton v. Buchanan, 468. 


. Where, by consent of the parties, the judge frames the issues at the 


close of the testimony, and no exception is made on the trial to such 
issues or to the evidence or charge, objection cannot be raised on 
appeal that the issues submitted were not such as arose on the plead- 
ings. Exception to the issues should be made on the trial, so that the 
judge may, if he thinks proper, revise and correct them. Wills v. 
Fisher, 529. 


. An inquiry as to damages cannot be executed at the same term as that 


at which judgment by default is rendered, unless it is expressly 
allowed by statute. Brown v. Rhinehart, TT2. 


Where an action, not within the provisiens of section 385 of The Code, 
was brought to August Term, 1891, of a Superior Court, but complaint _ 
was not filed until December Term following, and at March Term, 
1892, the case was put on the trial docket, and, when called, an 
amended cemplaint, unverified, was filed, and, the defendant not hav- 
ing appeared, certain issues were submitted to the jury, and, upon the 
findings, a judgment final was rendered, no judgment by default and 
inquiry having been obtained: Held, (1) that the case was properly 
placed on the trial docket, since not only issues of fact joined on the 
pleadings, but also all other matters for hearing before the judge at 
a regular term of the court are to be put thereon; (2) that it was 
irregular and not according to the course of practice to submit the 

case to a jury at March Term, 1892, without judgment by default and 
inquiry, and to enter a judgment on the verdict. £0. 


A motion for judgment for want of an answer was properly allowed 
when the complaint was duly verified and what purported to be the 
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verification of the answer was attested only by a person signing his 
name, with the letters “N. P.” added thereto, but without an official 
seal. Tucker v. Life Assn., T96. 


PRESUMPTIONS, STATUTE OF. ‘ 


1. The Code (sec, 187 ) does not postpone the time when causes of action 
shall accrue, but merely extends the period of limitation or presump- 
tion after a cause of action has accrued by omitting from the count 
the time between 1 May, 1861, and 1 January, 1870. Thompson v. 
Nations, 508. 


2. A cause of action against an administrator arose, December, 1864, and 
he filed his account in April, 1891, and suit was brought against him 
and his sureties in June, 1891: Held, that the lapse of twenty years 
from 1 January, 1870, raised a presumption of abandonment or settle- 
ment which was not rebutted, as to the sureties on the administration 
bond, by the filing of the administrator’s account showing a balance 
due the distributees. J0. 


3. Presumption of payment not having arisen on a judgment quando 
acciderint taken against an administrator of a deceased principal in 
an action commenced before The Code, the fact that an action is 
barred on the judgment absolute and final taken at the same time 
against the surety raises no presumption of payment of the judgment 
quando, for, as the statute of presumptions does not apply to the 
judgment absolute, the rule that a presumption of payment as to one 
is a presumption as to all, has no application. Dickson v. Crawley, 
629. 


PRINCIPAL AND AGENT. 


Where a contract, not under seal, is made with an agent in his own name, 
for an undisclosed principal, either may sue upen it, but if the action 
be by the latter, the defendant is entitled to be placed in the same 

position, at the time of the disclosure of the real principal, as he 
would be if the agent had been the real contracting party. Barham v. 
Bell, ‘481. 


PRINCIPAL AND SURETY, 458, 754. 


1. A contract made by a creditor with a principal debtor for forbearance 
to sue for a fixed and limited period, founded on a sufficient con- 
sideration, without reserving the right to proceed against the surety, 
and made without his assent, releases the surety. Chemical Co. v. 
Pegram, 614, 


2. Where an agency contract, to which defendants were sureties, provided 
_ that the agent of plaintiff (the principal debtor) would give his 
promissory notes for goods sold by him, payable at the times fixed in 
said contract, defendant sureties being liable therefar, and said notes 
were executed, and the creditor at their maturity had a settlement 
with the agent (the principal debtor) and surrendered the old notes 
to him, accepting notes due at future dates in renewal of and substi- 
tution for the same, without reserving any rights against the sureties 
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or obtaining their consent to the extension: Held, that such accept- 
‘ance of new notes constituted a contract on the part of the creditor 
to postpone action against the principal debtor until they matured, 
and hence discharged the sureties. Ib. 


PROBATE OF DEED, 223.: 


It is the province of the judge presiding at a trial, and not of the jury, 
to pass upon the sufficiency of a certificate of probate of a mortgage 
deed. McMillan v. Bagley, 578. 


PROCEEDINGS FOR CONDEMNATION OF LAND. 


1. Where the owner of land appealed from a report of a jury appointed 
by a corporation to assess damages or benefits resulting to his land 
by opening a street thereon, on the ground that no damages were 
given, and in the appellate court a judgment was entered with the 
consent of the appellant therein, declaring that the proceedings subse- 
quent to the condemnation of the Jand, and in reference to the 
assessment of damages and benefits, were irregular and void, and dis- 
missing the appeal at cost of appellant: Held, that the effect of such 
judgment was to leave the parties in exactly the same position they 
oecupied before the proceedings were instituted, and the owner is not 
estopped thereby from insisting, in another suit, that the corporation 
shall be compelled to- have damages, etc.,. assessed. McDowell v. 
Asheville, T4T. | e 


2. Where land had been condemned in 1887 for widening a street, and the 
house thereon was torn down in 1890, and in the meantime rented by 
the owners, it was proper, on the trial of a suit relating to the dam- 
ages for such condemnation, to instruct the jury that they should al- 
low interest on such sum as they might assess as damages from the 
time of the condemnation, but should take into consideration the use 
made of and benefit received by the plaintiffs from the land after 
such date, against the damages. Miller v. Asheville, T59. 


8. After proceedings for the condemnation of land by the city of Asheville 
were begun, but before the trial and verdict assessing damages there- 
for, chapter 185, Private Acts of 1891, was passed, sec. 16 of which 
provided that in condemnation proceedings all benefits to the owner © 
shall be considered: Held, that such act was merely a change of 
remedy and is valid, and it was error in the court below to instruct 
the jury that the benefits assessed must be only “those which are 
special to the owner and not such as he shares in common with other 
persons.” Jb. 


4, Where land, limited by a will to one for life and by contingent remain- 
der to others, was condemned by a city for widening streets, the 
damages awarded stand in the same plight and condition as the 
realty, and it was proper to adjudge that the balance of the recovery, 
after deducting the present value of the life estate of the life tenant, 
should be invested by the clerk until the termination of the life estate 
so as then to be divided among the parties then entitled in the manner 
provided by the will as to the realty for which it had been substituted. 
Miller v. Asheville, 769. 
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5. In ascertaining damages for the condemnation of land, where the 
amount of damages and benefits have beth been found by the jury, 
it is immaterial whether the mathematical operation of deducting one 
from the other is made by the court or the jury. Jb. 


PUBLIC HIGHWAY. 


The mere use of a way for twenty years by persons generally, for vehicles 
or traveling on foot, does not constitute it a public highway, nor in the 
absence of evidence of condemnation or actual dedication does the 
fact that the public have exerted control over it for any period less 
than twenty years tend to show that an easement has been acquired 
by user, which raises the presumption of a grant. S. v. Wolf, 889. 


PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM. 


Where a controversy without action is submitted for the sole purpose of 
obtaining the opinion of the court upon a question, the effect of which 
might be to derange for a time the administration of the public school 
system, this Court will decline to entertain the controversy. Board of 
Education v. Kenan, 566. 


PUBLICATION OF SUMMONS. 


Where an affidavit for publication of summons is defective it is proper 
for the judge to permit an amendment and to grant an alias order of 
publication instead of dismissing the action. Mullen v. Canal Co., 109. 


PURCHASER. 
Without notice of fraud, 424. 
At mortgage sale, 608. See also Mortgage. 


At EXECUTION SALE. 


The proviso to section 1, chapter 147, Acts of 1885 (“Connor’s Act’), that 
no purchase of land from a donor, bargainor or lessor shall avail or 
pass title as against any. unregistered deed executed prior to 1 De- 
cember, 1885, where there is constructive or actual notice, applies as 
well to a purchaser of land at an execution salé with actual notice as 
to a purchaser from the “‘bargainor or lessor.” Cowen v. Withrow, 
736. 


RAILROADS. 


1. Where an engineer sees on the track, in front of the engine which he is 
moving, a person walking or standing whom he does not know at all 
or who is known by him to be in full possession of his senses and 
faculties, the former is justified in assuming, up to the last moment, 
that the latter will step off the track in time to avoid injury, and if 
such person is injured, the law imputes it to his own negligence and 
holds the railroad company blameless. High v. R. R., 385. 


2. The conductor of a railroad train is authorized to expel without using 
violence or force, one who refuses to pay regular fare at any point 
where he may Safely get off, provided it be (as required by the 
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statute, secticn 1962 of The Code) “at any usual stopping place or 
near any dwelling house, as the conductor shall elect, on stopping the 
train’; and provided, further, that the ejected person is not willfully 
or wantonly exposed to danger of life or limb. Roseman v. R. R., 709. 


3. A conductor requiring an intoxicated man to leave the train for non- 
payment of fare does not render the carrier Hable for the death of the 
man from exposure, where the conductor did not have reasonable 
ground to believe that the man was unable to find his way or walk to 
the nearest house or to the railroad station, or even to his own 
father’s house, which was not far away. Jb. 


4, A somewhat intoxicated passenger who gets off safely without assist- 
ance, when told that he must pay his fare or leave the train, and 
whom the conductor has seen a few minutes before in an eating-house 
demanding food and acting somewhat boisterously, may be reasonably 
suppcsed to be capable of reaching a place of safety where he is left 
in the evening, when it is neither raining nor freezing, within 200 
yards from a dwelling-house, and not far from the railroad sta- 
tion. Jb. 


5. A conductor is not bound to act upon the volunteered opinion of a pas- 
senger as to the physical or mental state cf a drunken man who has 
been expelled from the train, where he has no reasonable ground to 
believe that the man is unable to find a place where he will be 
safe. Jb. 


6. Where, in an action for damages for an injury received at a railroad 
crossing, plaintiff testified that she “held up very slow” as she was 
driving aercss, and, hearing no bell, which she had heard the day 
before while at the crossing, notwithstanding the noise of the factories 
on each side of the street, concluded that no engine was approaching, 
and drove on: . Held, that it was not necessary for her to get out of 
the buggy and go beyond the cars to lock up and down the track, or 
te stop and listen for an apprcaching engine when no signal was given 
of its approach. Alexander v. R. W., 720. 


7. Where, in an action against a railroad for injuries received by plaintiff 
at a railrcad crossing, an instruction asked for by defendant was, 
“hat if plaintiff, by the exercise of her senses, cculd have heard the 
approaching engine, and failed to do so, and her injury was caused 
thereby, it was negligence on her part, and the answer to the issue © 
(as to contributery negligence) should be ‘Yes’”: Held, that while it 
would have been proper to give the conclusion, “the answer should be 
‘Yes,’ ” yet the refusal to give it was not error, since the failure to do 
so could not mislead the jury or prejudice the defendant. 


8. In an action against a railroad for injuries received by plaintiff at a 
railroad ercssing, it appeared that there were in the neighborhood of 
the crossing a factory and a foundry, both making a ncise like a run- 
ning train. Defendant asked the court to instruct the jury, on an 
issue as to contributory negligence, “That if the cars on the track cut 
off plaintiff's vision, and the noise of the factory and machine shop 
drowned other ncises, it was the duty of plaintiff to use her sense of 
hearing all the more cauticusly, and if she failed to use greater than 
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ordinary caution, the answer should be ‘Yes.’”’ It was not error to 
substitute for the words “the answer to the second issue should be 
‘Yes’ ’ the words “it would be negligence.” Jo. 


9. Where a railroad company kept cars standing on side tracks, near a 
street crossing, where plaintiff was injured, an instruction to the jury, 
in an action for damages, that “defendant had the right to leave its 
ears standing on the track, provided it kept open a sufficient pass- 
way,” was as favorable to defendant as it was entitled to. Jb. 


RAILROAD COMMISSION. 


1. The Railroad Commission Act (chapter 320, Laws 1891) confers upon 
the Commission no power to prescribe rules or regulations for tele- 
graph companies other than those directed by section 26 of said act, 
which requires it to fix rates, etc. Mayo v. Tel. Co., 3438. 


2. For a violation of the rules prescribed by the commission fixing rates 
for messages, the commission may serve notice of such violation on 
the offender, and may, on hearing, direct full compensation to the 
injured party, enforceable by civil action under section 10. Jb. . 


3. Where a complaint against a telegraph company charges defendant 

with specific instances of unnecessary delay in transmitting and 

' delivering messages, but alleges no violation of the regulations of the 

commission prescribing the rates of charges oe messages, it states no 
cause of action under the act. Jb. 


RECEIVER. 


1. The sureties on the official bond of a clerk of the Superior Court who 
was afterwards appointed receiver of an infant’s estate, under section 
22, chapter 53 of Battle’s Revisal, are liable for any breach of his 
duties as receiver. Waters v. Melson, 89. 


2. The burden is upon such clerk and his sureties to show that he used 
due diligence in investing the money in his hands. Jd. 


RECORDS OF COURT. 


1. CANNOT BE COLLATERALLY ATTACKED, 


The records of a court, professing to state judicial transactions of the 
court itself, cannot be collaterally attacked, but must stand until 
attacked in a proper proceeding for the purpose and reformed by the 
court which made them. Forbes v. Wiggins, 122. — 


2, WHEN ADMISSIBLE AS EVIDENCE. 


Where the original papers in a cause have been burned or lost, the min- 
utes of the court in which they were filed are admissible in evidence 
to establish the validity of the proceedings. Smith v. Allen, 2238. 
38. CONTENTS OF. 


Parol testimony is admissible to prove contents of lost, burnt or destroyed 
reccrds. Varner v. Johnston, 570. 
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RECORD ON APPEAL. 


A record on appeal which does not show that a Superior Court was opened 
and held at all in the county from which the appeal comes is fatally 
defective. High v. &. R., 885. 


RECORDS FROM ANOTHER STATE, Authentication of, 798. 
RE-ENTRY. 


Where lessors of mining privileges remain in possession of the land cov- 
ered by the lease, and the lease becomes forfeited by nonuser, no 
‘reentry by them is practicable or necessary, and they or their grantees 
have a right, without demand or notice to the lessees after the for- 
feiture, to resist the entry of the lessees for mining purposes. Maza- 
welt v. Todd, 677. 


REFERENCE, 759, 836. 


1. In an acticn to recover land, brought by one who purchased at a mort- 
gage sale, and who, the defendant claimed, was a partner of the mort- 
gagee and knew that the whole amount was not due, as claimed by 
the mortgagee, a reference to state an account would not be proper 
until the issues as to the partnership, bona: fides of the purchaser, and 
his knowledge of the state of accounts between mortgagee and mort- 
gagor could be determined. McMillan v. Bawley, 578. 


2. The compensation of a referee is a part-of the costs of an action in 
which a reference has been ordered and was fixed by statute (C. C. P., 
sec. 588), unless otherwise agreed upon by the parties; and it is the 
duty of the clerk to tax such costs, subject, of course, to the revision 
of the judge. Young v. Connelly, 646. 


REGISTER OF DEEDS. 


The trust being personal to himself, a register of deeds cannot excuse 
himself from liability for failing to make proper inquiry as to the age 
of a party to a marriage license, upon the ground that his deputy 
agent made such inquiry. Maggeti v. Roberts, 71. 


REHEARING. 


1. Where a point was fully argued, considered, and passed on at a former 
hearing, and no new authority has been cited and no authority or 
material fact overlooked, the point will not be considered on a rehear- 
ing. Moore v. Beaman, 558. 


2. The ee that all the authorities cited in the argument were not noticed 
and discussed in the opinion handed down by the Court is no ground 
for a rehearing of the case. JD. 


REMEDIAL STATUTES. 


Power of Legislature to enact remedial statutes giving effect to contracts 
relating to land. Lowe v. Harris, 472. 


RHEMOVAL OF CAUSES. 


1. The act of Congress of 1887 as amended by that of 1888, which provides 
that “where a suit is pending or may hereafter be brought in any 
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State court in which there is a controversy between a citizen of the 
State in which the suit is brought. and a citizen of another State, any 
defendant, being such citizen of another State, may remove such suit 
- into the Circuit Court of the United States for the proper district, at 
any time before the trial thereof, when it shall be made to appear to 
said Circuit Court that from prejudice or local influence he will not 
be able to obtain justice in such State court,” does not authorize the 
removal of a cause pending in a Superior Court of this State between 
a citizen of another State, as plaintiff, and a resident corporation and 
a foreign corpcration, doing business and having property in this 
State, as defendants. Lawson v. R. R., 890. | 


2. Where the prerequisites for removal under the act of Congress do not 
exist, the Federal tribunal has no jurisdiction to remove or try a case, 
and where such court makes an order that the case be certified 
thereto, the State court may decline to permit the removal. Jb. 


3. The mere filing of a petition for removal of a suit from the State to the 
Federal court does not work a transfer, but the suit must be one that 
may be removed, and the petition must show the petitioner’s right to 
demand a removal. Until these prerequisites appear, the State court 
is not ousted of its jurisdiction, and its orders and Prceceaeee must 
be respected. Jb. 


4. Where it appears upon the face of a petition to remove a cause pending 
in a State court to the Federal court that the former had exclusive 
original jurisdiction, it is the right and the duty of the State court to 
insist upon its exclusive authority and to retain jurisdiction. Tucker 
v. Life Assn., T96. , 


RENTS AND PROFITS. 


Where P., as executor, holding a debt against C., and also holding the 
legal title to land in trust to convey it to C., upon the payment of the 
debt, conveyed the land to others, P. and his grantees having been in 
possession and receiving the rents and profits of the land, it was 
proper, in a suit by C. to recover the land and rents, profits and dam- 
ages, to adjudge, upon proper findings by the jury, that such rents, 
profits and damages were chargeable against P. to the extent of extin- 
guishing the debt held by him as executor against ©. Carr v, Alexan- 
der, 788. 


RETROACTIVE LEGISLATION. 


1. While the Legislature has power to modify or repeal the whole of the 
statute cf frauds, in so far as it relates to future contracts for the 
sale of land, it has no authority to give the repealing statute.a retro- 
active effect, so as to affect or destroy vested rights. Lowe v. Harris, 
A4F2, 


2. There is a general presumption against the retroactive operation. of 
statutes where it would impair vested rights. Jb. 


RIGHT OF WAY, conflicting claims of railroads to, 661. 
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RIGHTS, VESTED. 


Vested rights may not be affected or destroyed by retroactive legislation. 
Lowe v. Harris, 472. 


RULE IN SHELLEY’S CASH. 


Not abolished by section 5, chapter 48 of the Revised Code. Starnes v. 
Hill, 1. 


SALE. 
Under fraudulent judgment. See Fraudulent Judgment. 
OF LAND FOR ASSETS. 


1. In proceedings by an administrator for leave to sell land for assets to 
pay decedent’s debts, the heir has a right to show that judgments 
taken against the administrator after the commencement of the pro- 

_ ceedings were wrongfully suffered to be entered against him. In such 
case the judgment creditors should be made parties. Tilley v. Bivins, 
848. 


2. A petition to sell land for assets is defective where it fails to set forth 
“the value of the personal estate of the intestate and the application 
thereof,” and for such defect it ds démurrable. MeNeéill v. McBryde, 
408. 


UNDER MORTGAGE. 


1. Even if a sale under the power in a mortgage should be invalid by rea- 
son of a failure on the part of the mortgagee to comply with the direc- 
tions of the power, yet, as the mortgagee held the legal title, his deed 
would convey it to the purchaser, subject to the equities of the mort- 
gage. Lunsford v. Speaks, 608. 


2, The acquiescence of a mortgagor in the conduct of a sale, and ees 
larly in the terms of it, will cure any defect in this respect and give 
validity to it. Jb. 


By ExEcutTor on ADMINISTRATOR, 


1. A private sale of a chose in action by an executor or administrator, if 
made in good faith, is valid. Dickson v. Crawley, 629. 


2. A sale by one of several executors will pass title to the purchaser. J. 


SCHOOL TAX. 


The school tax raised in a county, under chapter 517, Laws 1891 (amend- . 
ing section 2589 of The Code), is payable to the board of education of 
said county, and the sheriff who has collected it cannot defeat a 
recovery thereof by such board of education by attacking the consti- 
tutionality of the statute and alleging that the fund is payable to 
some one else, when the fund is claimed only by such board of educa- 
tion. Board of Education v. Kenan, 566. 


SCOPE OF AUTHORITY OF AGENT. 


The scope of the authority of one officer of a corporation, as to a past 
transaction at least, cannot be proved by the unsworn declarations of 
another officer or agent. Rumbough v. Improvement Co., 751. 
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SECOND APPEAL, Affirmance without review, 838. 
SECONDARY EVIDENCE. 


Bvidence of the contents of a letter to prove a contract is inadmissible 
when the letter itself is not produced nor its loss satisfactorily ac- 
counted for. Rumbough v. Improvement Co., 751. . 


SHERIFE’S RETURN. 


Where process has been served, but the sheriff’s return is unsigned, the 
judge may permit it to be signed nunc pro tunc during a trial where 
it is in evidence. Luttrell v. Martin, 598. | 


SHELLEY’S CASE. 


Rule in, has not been abolished by section 5, chapter 43 of Revised Code. 
Starnes v. Hill, 1. . 


STATUTES. 


REPEAL OF, BY IMPLICATION, 862. 

Repeals of statutes by implication are not favored, and in order to give 
an act, not covering the entire ground of an earlier one, nor clearly 
intended as a substitute for it, the effect of repealing it, the implica- 
tion of an intention to repeal must necessarily flow from the language 
used, disclosing an irreconcilable repugnancy between its provisions 
and those of the earlier law. Greensboro v. McAdoo, 359. 


DISABLING OR RESTRICTIVE. 


Statutes disabling or restricting persons eapable of contracting in the 
making of contracts, being in derogation of common right, must be 
strictly. construed. Marriner & Bro. v. Roper Co., 164. 


REMEDIAL. 
Power of Legislature to enact. Lowe wv. Harris, 472. 


Or Limitations. See Limitations. 


STOCKHOLDERS. 
The stockholders of an unincorporated joint-stock association are partners, 
and each liable for all of the debts of the concern. Bain v. Clinton 
Loan Assn., 248. . 


SUBORDINATE OFFICER OF STATE GOVERNMENT. 


It is not the province or right of a subordinate officer of the State govern- 
ment to assume an act of the General Assembly to be unconstitutional 
and to refuse to act under it, except only, if at all, in cases of plain 
and palpable violation of the Constitution, or where irreparable harm | 
will follow the action. Board of Hducation v. Kenan, 566, 


SUBCONTRACTOR, 236, 335. 


1. Where, in an action against the owner of a building and the contractor 
by a subcontractor to enforce his lien, the contractor admits his lia- 
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bility to plaintiff, and the owner of the building does not resist the 
judgment adjudicating the lien and ordering its enforcement, the 
defendant contractor has no right to object to the judgment because 
the satisfaction of the debt which he admits he owes to the subcon- 
tractor is imposed upon his codefendant, the owner of the building. 
Lumber Oo, v. Sanford, 655. | . 


2. The fact that a subcontractor sought in one action to enforce his lien 
against the owner of the building without joining the contractor, can- 
not estop the plaintiff from recovering a judgment against the con- 
tractor in another action in which the latter and the owner of the 
building are parties. Jb. . 


SUMMONS, SERVICE OF. 


i. To make service of process:on a corporation, a copy of same must be 
left with the officer of the company to whom it is delivered, or read, 
as provided by sections 217 and 840 of The Code. Aaron »v. Lumber 
~Co., 189. | , 


2. Where a summons was properly served, and the sheriff’s return was 
unsigned, though endorsed in proper form, the judge at the trial did 
not exceed his powers in permitting the sheriff to sign the return nune 
pro tune. Putney v. Martin, 598. 


By publication, 109. 
SURETY. See, also, Principal and Surety, 458, 
1. On arbitration bond, 405. 


2. ON ADMINISTRATION Bonn. 


- After a presumption of abandonment or settlement of a claim against an 
administrator has arisen, it cannot be rebutted as to the sureties on 
an administrator’s bond by the filing of an account by the adminis. 

trator, showing a balance due the distributees. Thompson v. Nations, 
508. 


3. For INSOLVENT CORPORATION. 


Where the maker of a note, in an action thereon, claims that it was given 
as security for a loan made by plaintiff to a corporation, his liability 
is fixed by a showing that the corporation was insolvent at the com- 
mencement of the action, and it would be a vain thing to require 
plaintiff to seek to recover from an insolvent corporation before de- 
manding of defendant the fulfilment of his contract of suretyship. 

- Barnard v. Martin, 154. 


4, Equity of, for exoneration. Davis v. Lassiter, 128. 


SURVEY. 
The priority of a survey is of no moment where a junior grant under a 
junior entry is good against a senior grant under a lapsed entry, nor 
is vagueness in junior grantee’s entry, if cured by his survey and 
grant. Kimsey v. Munday, 816. 
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TAXES AND TAXATION. 


1. The fact that the Revenue Act prescribes a specific remedy for the col- 
lection of taxes does not restrict the State to pursue that method, nor 
preclude the State from seeking the aid of the Superior Court through 
a creditor’s suit. State and Guilford v. Georgia Company, 34. 


2. Where taxes have been assessed upon the property of a corporation and 
the tax list placed in the hands of the sheriff, who cannot find any 
property to satisfy the same, a proceeding may be brought by the 
State and county, either or both, in the nature of a creditor’s bill, 
against the corporation for the collection of the taxes, either with or 
without proceedings for its dissolution. Jb, 


8. The term ‘excessive valuation,” as used in section 78, chapter 326, Laws 
1891, relating to the valuation of real estate for taxation, means a 
valuation exceeding that which was adjudged to be proper by the 
boards authorized by the act to finally determine such valuation. 
Pickens v. Comrs., 698. 


4, The term “excessive tax,’ as used in the said section, means a tax 
exceeding what the tax would be if correctly calculated at the legal 
rate on the adjudged valuation as determined or approved by the 
board of county commissioners. . 70. 


5. In an action by a taxpayer against the county commissioners to recover 
the amount of an alleged excessive tax paid by him, he is not entitled 
to recover unless he can show that the valuation of his property upon 
the tax books is greater than that fixed by the proper authorities, or 
that the tax which he has been forced to pay was greater than it 
would have been if correctly computed at the legal rate on the ad- 
judged valuation. JD. 


TAXES, PUBLIC SCHOOL, To whom payable, 566. 
TAXPAYER, Action by, to recover taxes paid, 698. 


TAX TITLE. 


Where, in an action to compel the sheriff to make a deed to plaintiff for 
lands sold for taxes, as the lands of C. H. and J. H., and bought by 
plaintiff, former title was shown in ©. H. and J. H., but no evidence 
was offered that C. H. and J. H. were the same men from whom the 
taxes were due, except that the tax list showed land listed and taxes 
due therefor from parties of the same name: Held, that the certificate 
of tax sale issued to plaintiff as purchaser is, under section 62, chap- 
‘ter 187, Laws 1887, and section 63, chapter 218, Laws 1889, ‘“presump- 
tive evidence of the regularity of all prior proceedings,” and such pre- 
sumption was not rebutted. Basnight v. Smith, 229. 


TENANCY BY THE CURTESY INITIATE. 


Neither the act of 1848 (section 1840 of The Code) nor the Constitution 
of 1868 abolished tenancy by the curtesy initiate, but since said act 
such tenancy confers no rights which the husband can assert against 
the wife as respects her real estate acquired after the act took effect, 
the intention and effect thereof being to provide for the wife a home, 
which she cannot be deprived of, either by her husband or his credi- 
tors. Taylor v. Taylor, 134. 
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TENANTS IN COMMON. 


1. While one tenant in common, suing a trespasser in ejectment, and prov- 
ing title to an undivided interest, is entitled to judgment for the pos- 
session of the whole land, if the evidence establishing his right demon- 
strates that others than the defendant hold as cotenants the other 
undivided interests, and that the action inures to their benefit, yet, 
when the defendant is a cotenant, the plaintiff should have judgment 
only for the recovery of the interest MO which he shows title. Foster 
Vv, Hackett, 546. 


2, Where, in an action to recover the possession of land, the plaintiff's 
testimony demonstrates incidentally the fact that a person, other than 
the defendant, holds as tenant in common with plaintiff all of the 
undivided interest not held by the latter, the action inures to the 
benefit of such cotenant as against a trespasser claiming sole seizin 
in himself and relying on an invalid tax deed with possession to show 
title under adverse right, and entitled the nominal plaintiff to recover 
possession of the whole for himself and his cotenant. Moody v. John- 
son, 804. 


TESTIMONY. See, also, Evidence, 


1. The admission of incompetent testimony is cured when the judge with- 
draws it from the jury and enjoins them not to consider it in making 
up their verdict. Toole v. Toole, 152. 


2. The testimony of experts as to the usages and customs of trade is 
admissible to explain the doubtful AOENAES of a written contract. 
Simpson v. Pegram, 541. 


TESTAMENTARY CAPACITY. 


Where a will has been admitted to probate, a party claiming property 
disposed of by it to another cannot, in an action to recover the same, 
be permitted to attack the will on the ground of the lack of testa- 
mentary capacity of the testatrix, and evidence offered for that pur- . 
pose is properly excluded, under section 2150 of The Code, Varner v. 
Johnston, 570. 


TRIAL. 


1. Where a motion to dismiss an ancillary remedy, as an attachment, is 
improperly refused, it will not affect the validity of a trial and judg- 
ment on the merits. Luttrell v. Martin, 598. 


2, Prayers for instructions to the jury, although in writing, not made at 
or before the close of the evidence, but after argument was begun on 
the trial, were not in apt time, and it was not error to refuse 
them. JD. 


3. Where the jury found an issue and then separated, and the judge found 

as a fact that they had not been influenced by what had been said to 

them after their separation, it was not error to permit them to re- 
assemble and put their finding in writing. J0. 


4, Where, in an action by an infant in his own name against defendant 
for services rendered, the defendant relied upon a general denial of 
the indebtedness as his sole defense, thereby waiving objection to 
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. plaintiff’s disability to sue: Held, that a motion to dismiss the action 
after the testimony was all in was ‘made too late to be entertained. 
Hicks v. Beam, 642. ; 


5. Where, on issues raised by the allegations in two causes of action—one 
on a special contract, and the other on a quentum meruit—with the 
corresponding denials in the answer, the jury found that plaintiffs 
had not complied with the terms of the written ccntract. and defend- 
ant was not indebted to them thereon, but was indebted for work and 
labor done for the amount claimed: Held, that the findings were not 
inconsistent or contradictory. Simpson v. R. R., 7038. 


6. Requests for instructicns that “the evidence shows that plaintiff’s 
injury was caused by her own negligence,” and that if the jury be- 
lieve the evidence, plaintiff “did not use reasonable care in crossing 
the railroad, and thereby contributed by her own negligence to her 
injury,” were properly refused. Alexander v. R. R., 720. 


' 7 Where the jury had been instructed as to the duty of a plaintiff, in a 
suit for damages for an injury, to use reasonable and proper care for 
her recovery, in such manner as to indicate that otherwise she could 
not recover damages at all, the defendant cannot complain of a 
refusal of an instruction that, if she did not use such care, she could 
‘only recover for such loss of time and medical bills as would reason- 
ably result under proper treatment. Jb. : 


8. Where, in an action for injuries caused by negligence of defendant, it 
appeared that plaintiff was herself a practicing physician, and, imme- 
diately after the accident, went to see a patient; that she had not 
been kept at home nor carried her arm in a sling, but continued to 
practice her profession as a physician and to drive with her injured 
hand, it was not error to refuse a special instruction ‘‘that plaintiff 
did not use the proper means for restoring herself to health,” and 
could not recover for the injury caused by her own nezlect, when the 
question of such neglect had already een left to the jury, under a 
proper charge. Ib. 


9. Where, upon an issue as to whether an injury complained of was co 
by the negligence of the defendant, the plaintiff made a prima facie 
ease, the judge ought to have instructed the jury to find the issue in 
her favor if they believed her testimony, and it was error to blend 
his instructions on that issue with those cn an issue relating: to con- 
tributory negligence. Jordan v. Asheville, 743. 


10. Where, in the trial of an appeal from an assessment of damages in © 

condemnation proceedings instituted by a city for widening a street, 

- a map of the plan of the city had been introduced at the beginning of 

‘the trial, without objection, and used by other witnesses in explaining 

_ théin: testimony, it was not error to permit a subsequent witness to 
testify in regard to such map. Miller v. Asheviile, 759. 


11. In a trial of an action wherein plaintiff sought damages for land con- 
demned by a defendant city, the defendant, having admitted that 
plaintiff's ancestor died seized in fee simple of the land condemned; 
that his will, which was in evidence without objection, had been con-. 
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i. 


13. 


14, 


15. 


16. 


17. 


strued by the Supreme Court as devising the land in question for life 
to one of the plaintiffs, and that the other plaintiffs were her children, 
.and, having itself instituted the proceedings against the plaintiffs for 
condemnation of the land, was estopped to deny that the title to the 
land was in the plaintiffs or some of them. Ib. 


Where, in the trial cf a suit relating to damages for land condemned 
by defendant city and belonging to one of the plaintiffs for life and to 
the others by way of contingent remainder, the jury assessed the 
totality of.damages due by the defendant to the plaintiffs, the defend- 
ant has no concern as to the division of the fund and cannot object to 
an order of reference to ascertain how, and in what proportions, the 

plaintiffs are entitled thereto. J0, | 


Where, in an action on a promise to pay a sum of money, the jury found 
the same to be due the plaintiff, “with interest from maturity,” which 
was fixed by the judgment at the date thereof, the defendant cannot 
complain that the court did not instruct the jury when, upon the face 

of the writing, the sum became due. Penniman v. Alexander, TT8. 


Where defendant resisted recovery on his acceptance of an order given 
to plaintiffs by a builder, on the ground that the builder had quit 
work before the day fixed for the payment, and the judge instructed 
the jury that, if there was fraud or collusion between the builder and 
the defendant to defraud the plaintiff, the defendant could not avoid 
his liability, and the burden of proving such fraud and collusion was. 
on the plaintiff: Held, that such instruction was not errcneous and 


’ eould not have the effect of prejudicing the defendant’s cause. Jb. 


It is not error to refuse to submit issues tendered by a party in an 
action of ejectment when it appears that every pertinent inquiry can 
be presented in the three issues orderly submitted in such actions, 
Kimsey v. Munday, 816. 


Where plaintiff claims under grants issued under lapsed entries, he can- 
not fall back on a subsequent entry made a short time before such 
grants were issued. Jb. . ‘ 


Where, in an action by plaintiff to recover from the administrator com- 
pensation for services rendered the intestate, the defendant relied as 
a defense upon the fact that in a suit brought by him and his wife 
and other heirs at law of the intestate to set aside, for undue influ- 
ence, a deed made by the intestate to plaintiff for services rendered, 
the deed was declared void, and it was in evidence that no compensa- 
tion had been allowed the plaintiff by said settlement, and that there 
were assets in defendant administrator’s hands and no debts against 
the estate: Held, that while there is no privity between the adminis- 
tratcr and the heirs, yet, as the estate goes to the heirs and next of 
kin, all of whom (with the defendarit) were parties to the compro- 
mise decree setting aside the deed, such decree is admissible to show 
that the plaintiff’s claim for services had not- been paid or provided 
for. Davis v. Duval, 888. . 


18. On the trial of one charged with larceny of pigs, there was some evi- 


dence that they were not the property of S., as charged in the bill, 
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and the court charged, at the request of defendant, that the jury must 
be satisfied beyond a reasonable doubt that the pigs belonged to &., 
and in that connection the court said, among other things, “The 
solicitor has proved by the testimony of 8S. and J. that the pigs were 


the property of S.”: Held, that the latter part of the charge, if con- 


strued in connection with the whole case, meant only that it was “in 
proof for the State by the testimony” of such witnesses, etc., and was 
not likely to be misunderstood by the jury as a declaration by the 
court that the State had proved the ownership to be in S. 8S. v. Jack- 
son, 851. 


19. During the argument of a motion for continuance of a case in the pres- 


ence, but prior to the impaneling, of the jury, a bystander remarked 
in open court that the prisoner’s wife said she would not come to the 
trial, because she would only help to get her husband in jail: Held, 
that this was not ground fcr exception, as it did not occur on the 
trial, and if it had, the remark was not admitted as evidence, and, 
being an unsworn statement, it could not have been deemed to bias 
the jury against the sworn testimony placed before them. Jb. 


20. Where, on appeal, a new trial was granted in a criminal case, an the 


ground that the judge below erred in submitting the case to the jury 
when there was not sufficient evidence to warrant it, defendant can- 
not on the new trial plead former acquittal, for he was convicted in 
the court below, and the granting of a new trial was not an acquittal; 
nor can he plead former conviction, for it was set aside and a new 
trial granted. S. v. Rhodes, 857. 


TRIAL FOR MURDER, 859, 874, 878, 901. 


1. Where, on a trial for murder, it did not appear that the prisoner asked 


and was denied time and opportunity to advise with counsel prior to 
making his statement before a committing magistrate, the confessions 
of the prisoner will not be excluded as evidence on the ground that he 
did not have such time and opportunity. 8S. v. Rogers, 874. 


2. While the practice, if it exists, of keeping a prisoner tied or manacled 


during the preliminary examination before a committing. magistrate, 
is not to be commended, yet the fact that a prisoner charged with 
murder was so tied during such examination would not, in itself, con- 
stitute a valid objection to the admission, as evidence, of confessions 
then made, unless it appeared that he was tied in such manner as to 
produce pain or to tend to induce or extort from him a confession. Jb. 


3. On the trial of a prisoner charged with poisoning his wife, the court 


properly refused to allow counsel for defendant, while addressing the 
jury, to read to them from a treatise on toxicology, which could not 
have been admitted as evidence, and a which no witness had 
. been examined. JD. 


sok The declarations of a prisoner, made immediately after and not during 


the transaction, constituting the offense with which he is charged, 
are not admissible in evidence, except as corroborative of his evidence, 
if he has availed himself of the privilege -of LeaOanne in his own 
behalf. 8S. v. Hdwards, 901. 
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5. On a trial for murder, the defendant cannot complain of the exclusion 
of his declarations, made after the struggle and shooting which re- 
sulted in the death of his antagonist, if, in a subsequent period of the 
trial, all of such declarations were admitted after the State had 
called out a part of them. - fd. | 


6. On a trial for murder, the solicitor was permitted to ask a female wit- 
ness (for whose favor the deceased and the prisoner were rivals, and 
who was sitting in the lap of the deceased just before the fatal strug- 
gle) whether the prisoner, when he came towards her and the de- 
ceased, appeared to be mad or in fun, thé reply being that he seemed 
to be mad: Held, that such question being only a simpler form of an 
inguiry as to what the manner of defendant was when he approached 
deceased, was not improperly admitted. J0, 


TRUSTS AND TRUSTEES, 66, 228, 278, 463, 791. 


1. Where land had been conveyed to a trustee for the sole use and benefit 
of a married woman and her heirs, subject to her own control, with 
full power to convey the same by will or deed (and if by the latter, 
with the joinder of her husband and trustee), she to occupy and use 
the land as the full beneficial owner thereof, a mortgage given by her 
and her husband without the joinder of the trustee is inoperative and 
void. Mayo v. Farrar, 66. 


2. Where property has been placed in the hands of a trustee for the sole 
and separate use of a married woman, she has no power of disposi- 
tion over it, except such as is clearly given in the instrument creating 
the trust and in the manner therein prescribed, Monroe v. Tren- 
holm, 684. 


8. If a trustee wrongfully withholds from the cestui que trust the benefits 
of the trust estate, relief will be granted at the request of such cesiué 
gue trust, but not at the instance of a stranger who volunteers to ask 
redress, or if the trustee becomes incompetent for any reason to 
execute the trust, it is the right of the beneficiary, but not of a 
stranger, to have such trustee removed and another substituted. Jb. 


4. Where a husband, in order to secure to his wife and children a portion 
of his real property, conveyed land to his son, S. D. T. and his heirs, 
‘in trust for the sole use and benefit of E. B. T. (the grantor’s wife), 
and authorized and empowered the trustee at any time to dispose of 
any or all of the property ‘‘when so required by the said E. B. T., and 
to invest the proceeds as she may direct’: Held, that a conveyance 
of such land by the wife, E. B. T., to a third person in trust for her, 
the said E. B. T.’s daughter, vested no title or interest in the grantee 
_and did not. entitle him and the daughter to recover possession of the 
land from S. D. T., the trustee named in the husband’s deed, since the 
latter gave the wife no power to convey the land. Jb, 


UNREGISTERED DEED. 
1. Equitable interest created by, how extinguished. Miller v. Church, 626. 


2. The proviso to section 1, chapter 147, Laws 1885 (“Connor’s Act’), that 
no purchase of land from a donor, bargainor, or lessor shall avail to 
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pass title as against any unregistered deed executed prior to 1 Decem- 
ber, 1885, where there is constructive or actual notice, applies as well 
to a purchaser of land at an execution sale with actual notice as to a 
purchaser from the “bargainor or lessor.” Cowen v. Withrow, 736. 


USURY. 


1. Under: the act of 1866 (chapter 24), which is essentially the same as 
the present usury law (section 3886 of The Code), the taking, receiv- 
ing, charging, etc., a greater rate of interest than the legal rate pre- 
scribed by the act, is a forfeiture of the entire interest. Moore v. 
Beaman, 558. 


2. A loan of money at a greater rate of interest than that allowed by the 
law (chapter 24, Laws 1866) is, usury being pleaded, simply a loan 
which, in law, bears no interest, and, payments being made, the law 
applies them to the only legal indebtedness—the principal sum. Jb. 


3. Under Laws 1866, ch. 24, which declares that “no interest shall be 
recoverable at law or in equity,’’ when more than the legal rate has 
been contracted for, it is immaterial whether the creditor seeks his 
relief by a proceeding which formerly would have been termed a suit 
in equity, or by an action at law, or whether the creditor be plaintiff 
or defendant. Jb. 


4, A contract, if made payable in another State to avoid the usury laws in 
this State, will be adjudged usurious, whatever may be the law of that 
State. Meroney v. Loan Assn., 842. 


VALUE AND FACE VALUE. 


The “value” of a thing is its general power of purchasing—the command 
which its possession gives over purchasable commodities in general; 
and “face value” is the value expressed on the face of the writing in — 
the commodity in which it is payable. Marriner v. Roper Co., 164. 


VENDOR AND VENDEE. 


1. While a vendee may, by parol agreement with the vendor,-in considera- 
tion of the rescission of the contract of purchase, become the latter’s 
tenant without surrendering possession of the land, yet in order to 
avoid the contract on this ground, the vendor or. those claiming under 
him must show an unconditional surrender by the vendee of his © 
rights. Taylor v. Taylor, 27. 


2, Where the vendee refused to surrender the vendor’s bond for title, and 
the notes given for the purchase-money remained in the possession of 
the vendor, or one claiming under him, proof that the vendee had at 

various ‘times agreed to pay rent was not of itself evidence to show 
abandonment cf the contract of purchase. Jb. 


VERIFICATION OF PLEADINGS. 


A verification of an answer, attested only by a person signing his. name 
with the letters “N. P.” added thereto, but without official seal, is 
insufficient, and will be treated as no verification. Tucker v. Life 
Assn., 796. 
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WIDOW’S ALLOWANCE. 


The purpose of sections 2116 and 2117 of The Code is to provide for the 
dependent family of the deceased residing with the widow at the 
death of her husband, and not at the date of her application. In re 

Hayes, 76. 
WILL. 


1, A testatrix bequeathed all her personal property to her husband, except _ 
such as was otherwise specifically disposed of, and after giving spe- 
cific articles of silverware, etc., to certain persons, bequeathed to 
M. R. all the furniture in her homestead, and other furniture, wher- 
ever it might be at her death: Held, that the ‘‘furniture”’ given to 
M. R. did not include silverware remaining after the specific bequests, © 
nor books, portraits, china or glassware, but did include carpets, 
cook stoves and utensils. Ruffin v. Ruffin, 102. 


2. Where a testatrix provided for the sale of a slave and the distribution 
of proceeds among her grandchildren when the youngest should arrive 
at a certain age, the fact that such grandchild died before attaining 
the designated age dces not change the time at which the sale and 
distribution should be made. Varner v. Johnston, 570. 


, 3. Where a will provided that at a certain time a slave “shall be put to 
public sale and the proceeds equally divided between my surviving 
grandchildren, and in case any of my grandchildren shall die and 
leave children, their children shall receive the portion which would 
have been coming to them, provided they had lived until the dis- 
tribution’: Held, that the intention of the testatrix was that the 
fund should be divided among her grandchildren living at the time of 
the sale, and the children of such as were dead, leaving children. Jb. 


4, Where a will has been admitted to probate, a party claiming property 
disposed of by it to another cannot, in an action to recover the same, 
be permitted to attack the will on the ground of the lack of testa- 
mentary eapacity of the testatrix, and evidence offered for that pur- 
pose is properly excluded, under section 2150 of The Code. JB. 


5. The limitation of five years, prescribed in section 67 of The Code, as 
the time in which burnt records may be restored after destruction, as 
provided in section 59 of The Code, applies to a proceeding begun in 
1886 to restore the record of a will destroyed in 1875, notwithstanding 
the act of 18938 (chapter eo) which amends section 67 by abolishing 

_ the limitation. J0. 


6. The statutory method of establishing the contents of a lost or destyesed 
record, as prescribed in section 55 et seg. of The Code, does not have 
the effect to exclude parol evidence to prove such contents; therefore, 
where, in an action to recover property alleged to have been disposed 
of by such will, a referee found that the will had been duly probated 
and the record of it destroyed, and that no copies were extant, but 
refused to admit testimony as to its contents, the court below should, 
on the exception of the one offering such evidence, have remanded the 
case to the referee for his findings as to the contents. J b. 


7%. Where a testator devised lands and other property to his wife, and in 
the devising clause provided as follows: “All the above named arti- 
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cles she is to have the undisturbed possession of, during her natural 
life. At her death they shall descend to and become the property of 
my three blind sons, to wit, Edward, Elias, and Jason, to be equally 
divided between them for their support; to be managed for them by 
my executor. In case one of them should die, then said property, 

with, its increase, shall descend to and become the property of the 
other two. In case two of them die, then the aforesaid property shall 
inure to and become the property of the remaining one; at his death 
all the property that remains I will to be sold by my executor to the 
best advantage, and the moneys arising from said sale shall be equally 
divided among all my grandchildren, of whatever name”: Held, that 
the plain intention of the testator was that upon the death of the last 
survivor of the three blind sons, all the property committed by him 
to the management of his executor for their support—the land and so 
much of the personal property as remained—should be sold for divi- 
sion, as stated in his will. Smathers v. Moody, 791. | 


8. Where a will relating to land was admitted to probate in another State 
before the enactment of Revised Code, ch. 119, sec. 17, requiring two 
of the subscribing witnesses to be actually examined, and the order of 
the court admitting the same to probate recited that there were two 
attesting witnesses and that the will was duly proved by them, the 
presumption arises that each of them was examined and testified to 
everything essential to show that the will was executed in accordance 
with the requirements of sections 1 and 6 of chapter 122, Revised 
Statutes. Moody v. Johnson, 798. 


WITNESS. See Evidence, Practice, and Trial. 


A defendant, whose wife is dead, and who seeks to avoid a deed made by 
her in fraud of his marital rights, is a competent witness to prove 
that the signature to a letter, in which she promised to marry him, 
was in her own handwriting, it not being a “transaction” with a 
deceased person, within the meaning of section 590 of The Code. 
Ferebee v. Pritchard, 88. 


WORKING ON PUBLIC ROADS, EXEMPTION. 


1. Section 25 of chapter 147 of Laws of 1852, which exempts the officers, 
servants and employees.of the Fayetteville and Western Railroad 
Company (now the Cape Fear and. Yadkin Valley Railway Company), 
incorporated thereby, from working on the public roads, 3 is constitu- 
tional. 8. v. Womble, 862. 


2. Such exemption, being contained in a private act, is not repealed by 
section 2017 of The Code, which requires all able-bodied male persons 
between the ages of 18 and 45 to work on the public roads, since by 
section 8873 of The Code it is provided that ‘No act of a private or 
local nature shall be construed to be repealed by any section of this 
Code.” Jb. . 
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